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U.S. ROLE IN THE UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM
WE DNESD AY, OCTOBER 13, 1971

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Committee on F oreign Affairs,

Subcommittee on I nternational
Organizations and Movements,

Washing ton,  D.G.
The subcommittee, met at 2 p.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Donald M. Fraser (chairman of the subcom
mittee) , presiding.

Mr. F raser. The meeting of the subcommittee will come to order.
Today the subcommittee will begin 2 days of public hearings on the 

recommendations of two expert Commissions on the United Na
tions—the P resid ent’s Commission for the Observance of the Twenty- 
fifth Anniversary of the United Nations, chaired by Ambassador 
Hen ry Cabot Lodge, and the  United Nations  Association Policy Panel 
on the United Nations in the 1970’s, chaired by Mr. Nicholas Katzen- 
bacli.

The repor ts of these two Commissions deal with a broad range of 
issues affecting the United Nations and the role of the United States  
in the U.N. system. As such, the reports provide an excellent guide for 
careful consideration by this subcommittee of what might be expected 
of th e United Nations during the next few years, and make some sig
nificant foreign policy recommendations for this country to consider 
in the  world organizations.

The timing of this week's hearings  is also particu larly  appropriate 
from the subcommittee’s point of view. Now tha t both Commissions 
have released the ir reports,  we have an oppor tunity  to compare them 
with each other, and the subject of one of the major  recommenda
tions—Chinese representation—is now being debated at the General 
Assembly in New York.

We are very fortunate in having with us as witnesses today the 
chairmen of the two Commissions—Ambassador Lodge and Mr. 
Katzenbach, and the Assistant Secretary of State responsible for 
United Nations Affairs, Mr. Samuel De Palma.

I would also like to acknowledge and welcome the presence of our 
distinguished colleague from Missouri, Representat ive William L. 
Hungate, whose deep intere st in a more effective United Nations has 
led him to introduce  an important piece of legislation calling for a 
review of the United Nations Charte r. We have invited him to ques
tion our witnesses today along with the members of the subcommittee.

We will ask that the subcommittee members wait until  all of the 
members of the panel have made thei r presentations so th at we can 
offer questions to all of our witnesses as a panel.

(l)
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Our first witness is the Honorable Henry Cabot Lodge. Chairman 
of the President ’s Commission fo r the Observation of the 25th A nni
versary  of the United Nations. We are delighted to have you here. Will 
you proceed, please.

STA TEM ENT  OF HON. HE NR Y CABOT LODGE

Ambassador Lodge. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the 
committee.

I am very much honored to be invited to appear. Tn order to save 
you time, I  thought I would touch on the  high spots of the report, the 
first of which I think rela tes to membership.

The Commission concluded t ha t the United  Nations can best do i ts 
job for  prevention and settlement of disputes if its membership in
cludes all of the governments of the world, provided they subscribe to 
the princip les of the United Nations Charter.

This  means all governments which unquestionably govern specific 
areas, even though they may not control all of the areas which they 
claim to control.

If  governments disagree strongly with each other, all  the  more rea
son for having them under the United Nation’s tent,  and subject to 
the debate and procedures of the United Nations system. So the Com
mission recommended that  the United  States adopt the position that 
all firmly established governments should be included in the United 
Nations system.

Now, this logic argued, both for a dmitt ing such established govern
ments to the United Nations as are not members, and for retain ing 
in the United Nations, such established governments as are already 
members.

Admission and retention are equally impor tant. This reasoning 
would apply to the divided countries, and to Switzerland, whenever 
any and all of them are in a position to join  and wish to  do so.

It  also means that  any government which is fulfilling its obligation 
under  the charter must not be expelled.

Now, there are tim ing difficulties involved in consider ing new mem
berships.

En try  of East Germany, for example, before satisfactory arrange
ments have been negotiated, regarding its re lationship with West Ger
many might endanger the  prospects of reaching agreements between 
them.

The entry  of other divided states could present similar problems. 
Each  membership has its own difficulties, but such difficulties must 
be overcome.

The Commission said this  concerning the represen tation of China 
in the United Nations:

Aft er holding hearings in many different cities in the Uni ted S tates 
the Commission found growing public support in this country for the 
involvement of the People’s Republic of China in the work of the 
United Nations, bu t also found a deep American commitment to con
tinuing representation of the Republic of China on Taiwan in the 
United Nations.

These two Chinese governments each represent large numbers of 
people. The People’s Republic of China, Peking, controlling one-fifth
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of  the world s people, and the Republic of China on Taiwan, control
ling a large r population than  two-th irds of all present United Nations 
members.

The United  Nations activities logically ought to include both gov
ernments. The Commission believes tha t a great  many Americans think  
it is f air  to have two separate seats fo r two different governments, each 
clearly controll ing different areas.

This is not a question of dual represen tation for one China, but 
the provision of two seats for two governments. Both governments 
claim to represent all of mainland China, and all of Taiwan. A 
decision by these governments not  to be involved if the other is present 
in the United Nations, is a matte r for each to determine.

Now, that is the background for the Commission’s recommendation, 
and I  am quotin g:

Under no circumstances should the United S tates agree to the expulsion of the 
Republic of China on Taiwan  from the United Nations, but that the United 
States seek agreement as early  as practicable whereby the People’s Republic 
of China might accept the principles of the United Nations Charter, and be 
represented in the organization.

Fina lly, the Commission recommended, that the United States strive  
to establish the principle th at  membership in the United Nations, with 
its pledge to the tenets of the charte r, should not be regarded as a 
privilege, but as an obligation, from which no government or state 
should be permitted to escape.

The United Nations must eventually become a community of na
tions in which duties are commensurate with rights.

Tha t concludes what I wanted to say on the subject of membership.
The second high spot has to do with mult ilateral instrumentalitie s 

for internationa l assistance.
It  re fers to the  adoption  of the international  development st rategy , 

for the second United Nations development decade bv the General As
sembly in 1970. The Commission recommends an increasing proportion 
of U.S. technical assistance, official loans and credits to the developing 
nations  of the world be channeled through the multila teral agencies of 
the United Nations system.

This is not to say that the Commission minimized the importance of 
U.S. bilate ral assistance in  certain cases, but  the Commission believes 
tha t the multi lateral way makes contributions  to the  economic growth  
of developing countries, which adds something extra  to what would 
otherwise be contributed.

Every dollar of inpu t by the United States to the United Nations 
Development Program  helps to generate more than  $6 of actual de
velopment work by other nations.

Aid throught mul tilateral institu tions has the added advantage of 
neutralizing the politica l aspects of economic assistance, and reduc
ing the resentment of some developing nations to b ilateral programs.

The Commission part icularly  urges tha t greater contributions be 
made to the United Nations Development Program.

Since its inception, this  program has supported 1,179 large-scale 
natural resources surveys, 444 major projects for  education and tr ain
ing, and the establishment of 277 facilities for technical assistance 
missions.

Followup investments to make the resources discovery throu gh 
UNDP projects more productive have been calculated at $4 billion,
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wi th 45 pe rce nt  of such inv est me nt stemm ing  fro m the dev eloping 
cou ntr ies  themselves, so th is  is  r ea lly  sel f-help  in a very true  sense.

Am ong officials a nd  in al l public tes tim ony before  the  Commission, 
we fou nd alm ost unive rsa l su pp or t fo r th e Un ite d Na tions Develop
ment P rogram .

The very signif icant res ult s thus  fa r produced cou ld be mul tip lie d 
many tim es ove r in the  ye ars  a hea d; the refore , th e C omm ission recom 
mended th at  U.S . contr ibu tio ns  to  the Un ite d Na tio ns  Developm ent  
Pr og ram be signific ant ly incr eased,  y ea r by year,  to rea ch a min imu m 
of  $200 mi llio n by 1975, s ubjec t to a co nti nu ing  impro veme nt in the 
admin ist ra tiv e efficiency of  the Uni ted Na tions Devel opment Pro 
gram , and th e Uni ted N ati ons’ special ized  agencies.

Now, those are  two,  I  th ink,  of  th e mos t in ter es tin g pro vis ion s in 
the rep ort.

I t  ha d a gr ea t ma ny specif ic recommenda tion s on the subje ct of 
peaceke eping. I t  ha d rec om menda tion s con cer ning the que stio n of  
th e sma ll sta tes , con cerning the organiz ati on  and pro ced ure s of the  
General Assemb ly, con cer ning memb ership  in the Se cu rity Council,  
an d one rec ommenda tion  th a t appeale d to  me very much was th at  
agreem ent  be reache d among the Uni ted Na tio ns’ mem bers  fo r the  
ro tat ion  o f at  le ast  h al f o f t he  10 elected seat s among  th e la rg er  states .

Th is would  mean th at Ja pan  an d Germany , if  she get s admi tted, 
wou ld be in th e Security Cou ncil  alm ost all  of  the  tim e, or  at  lea st a 
la rg e p art  of t he  time.

I t  h as  recommenda tion s on the solvency  o f the  U ni ted Na tions,  a nd 
rec om menda tion s con cerning the qu al ity  of  t he  pro fessional  staff,  be
cause I  th in k you gen tlem en will agr ee t ha t the  presence at  the Un ite d 
Na tio ns  of  men  like Ralph  Bunch an d Pa ul  Hoffm an has been  a tr e
mendous th in g f or  th e world , a nd  now th at they are b oth  p ha sin g out, 
as it  were , we str on gly hope th at men  of  sim ila r ca lib er will  be 
appointed .

Mr. Ch ai rm an , th an k you  fo r yo ur  p atie nce , and th at  concludes  m y 
presen tat ion .

Mr. F raser. Th an k you ve ry much. Mr . Am bassador.  T ap prec iat e 
th e conciseness of  y ou r sta tem ent, an d I  thi nk  we real ize  it would not 
be feasib le to tr y  to  cove r all of  yo ur  recommenda tion s in one sta te 
me nt,  b ut  th is,  I  t hink , makes  a good  fou nd ati on  fo r th is  af te rnoo n’s 
discussion .

Our  second witn ess is the Ho no rable  Nic holas deB. Ka tze nbach, 
Chairma n of  the Un ite d Na tio ns  Associa tion  of  the  Uni ted State s 
Na tional  P ol icy  Pan el on th e U ni ted N ations in the  1970’s.

STATEMENT OF HON. NICHOLAS deB. KATZENBACH
Mr. K atzenbach. Mr. Ch air man , th an k you fo r the  o pp or tuni ty  to 

ap pe ar  befo re thi s commit tee.
For  the pa st  ye ar  I  have been th e Ch airm an  of  a Na tio na l Po lic y 

Pa ne l, est abl ished by the Un ite d Na tio ns  Associatio n of  the U.S .A. , 
which ha s been  taki ng  a ha rd  look at  th e capabil itie s of th e Uni ted 
Nat ions.

We have been loo kin g at  the rol e the Un ite d Na tio ns  can  be ex
pec ted t o p lay i n help ing meet th e i nt erna tio na l problems of  the  1970’s.



It  is no secret tha t the United Nations’ competence and prestige  is 
at low ebb. It  is ironic that  this should be the  case at  a time of un
precedented growth in internationa l economic, social, scientific, and 
political interdependence.

But the United Nations ’ machinery for effective management of 
worldwide economic and social activities, and for effective peacekeep
ing, does not presently exist.

Our Panel was concerned as to whether such internat ional machinery 
can be created.

You have our conclusions before you in our report.
I would like to comment on the four  proposals  I  consider to be the 

most im portant:
1. CHIN A AND THE DIVIDED STATES

The Panel recommends, as a matter of primary importance, tha t 
the People’s Republic of China be seated in the General Assembly, and 
tha t the credentials of its representatives be accepted by the Security  
Council in place of those of the Republic of China on Taiwan.

The Panel  expressed the belief t ha t the Republic of China should 
continue to  be seated in the General Assembly as a U.N. member.

It  believed that future relationships between the two governments 
should be left to them to decide.

I would like to emphasize that,  in the Panel’s view, the seating of 
Peking is a matter  of primary importance.

While the Panel believed i t was desirable for the Republic of China 
on Taiwan to continue to be seated in the Assembly, it did not feel 
this to be the prio rity  consideration.

I attempted to make thi s clear in a comment at the end of the report, 
adding tha t I personally did not consider a “two-China solution” to 
be a practical possibility at this  time.

The Panel also recommended the early entrance into the U.N. of 
the two Germanvs, the two Koreas and the  two Vietnams. It  suggested 
tha t arrangments  to seat each of these governments should not pre j
udice the possibilities of thei r unification at some future  time.

2.  COALITIONS FOR PEAC EFUL  SETTLE ME NT

The principa l recommendation of the Panel  was th at there  should 
be developed within the United Nations what the Panel called “Coali
tion for Peaceful Settlement”.

The Security  Council, many times in the past, has been inhibited 
by the veto. This situat ion will continue, at  the  same time, the steady 
increase in U.N. membership has made of the General Assembly a 
body unsuited for the consideration of many questions of importance 
to the United States  and other major  powers.

The U nited  S tates, correctly, is unwilling to accept as having bind 
ing force, th e judgment of a majority of members of the U.N. who 
could collectively, in theory, represent only a tiny fract ion of the 
world’s power, o r of contributions to the U.N. budget.

At the same time, we have written off the remedy to this, that is, 
weighted voting, on the equally correct ground tha t a General As
sembly numerical majo rity would probably never agree to  have thei r 
power weakened.

69-611 — 71-------2
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The Panel therefore recommends the development of coalitions for peaceful settlement, in which the members of the coalition would agree, in advance, to accept as binding, certain General Assembly resolutions on selected issues—if they were adopted by specified and meaningful majorities.
The stipula tion on the vote might be either tha t it be adopted by a special majority, th at is, by a three- fourths or four-fifths  major ity, or tha t it include the  affirmative vote of  a specified group of U.N. members or both.
An Assembly resolution which did not meet the stipulat ion would have no b inding  force, and would remain as other Assembly actions now are, only a recommendation.
The coalitions would be developed around specific issues, cutting across idealogical and geographical blocks.
The approach we are suggesting would illust rate the weakness in the present decisionmaking approach in the Assembly.
We believe it represents a practical and hardheaded new approach to internationa l decisionmaking on selected important issues.The approach is also adaptab le to decisionmaking in the Security Council and to the formulation of issues th at could be presented to the Inte rnat iona l Court of Justice for settlement.

3. A RE VI TA LI ZE D ECOSOC AND  IT S  EX EC UT IV E SU PP OR T

Under the United Nations Char ter, ECOSOC was to be the  center- piece in international economic and social decisionmaking—the focus and coordinator of all United Nations system efforts in  those fields.It  has never, however, been an effective mechanism of policymaking or control.
The U.N. specialized agencies have asserted their independence.The United Nations’ own functional bodies have prolif erated, and there has been little centra l control or guidance.
The Administrative Committee on Coordination (ACC) set up by the U.N. in an effort to eti'°ct some coordination, has had only marginal influence on policies and budgets.
The princ ipal influence for coordination has been the United Nations Development Program with its power of the purse over the expanded—nonregular—budgets of the U.N. specialized agencies.
The Panel recommends tha t ECOSOC be pu t on a permanent year- round basis, with responsibility fo r reviewing priori ties and programs of a reorganized U.N. Department of Social and Economic Affairs, and that i t be given the responsibil ity of reviewing and making recommendations rega rding the work of the U.N. specialized agencies financed by the ir regular budgets, tha t is, the work tha t they undertake not funded by the U.N. Development Program.
The Pane l accompanies this  basic recommendation with several related ones, that  is, tha t a new level of program-budgeting be initiated  in the Depar tment  of Economic and Social Affairs ; tha t the responsibility of the lat ter  depar tment  for operational and field programs should be removed, and tha t final authority at the executive level for  recommendations to ECOSOC with regard  to U.N. system- wide programs and prior ities would rest with a new U.N. Deputy Secretary General fo r Economic and Social Activities.
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Edw ard K. Hami lton, a member of the Panel , and the former 
Executive  Secretary and Staff Director of the Pierson  Commission, 
who I believe is appearing before this committee tomorrow, will 
probably  elaborate on these suggestions—as well as on one or two ad
ditional  ones in the internat ional economic field.

4. TH E U .N .’S FINA NC IAL CRISIS

The public press, during the last  few days, has carried  reports of 
the U.N.’s financial crisis.

In  large pa rt this  crisis has been a legacy of the dispute over the 
financing of U.N. peacekeeping operations.

Certain states have, however, refused to pay assessments for items 
in the regu lar budget.

The overall result  has  been that the United Nations has exhausted 
its Working Capi tal Fun d and has been forced, in recent months, to 
dip into earmarked t rust funds in  order to meet its payroll. The situ 
ation calls for drastic measures.

The U.N. financial crisis has the following main components:
(«) A current deficit of approximately  $70 million. Of this sum, 

approximately $52 million is owed to governments.
(Z>) The unamortized portion of the U.N. bond issue, currently 

stands  at approximately $119 million. These components total ap
proximately $189 million.

Although the current crisis is financial in form, in substance it is 
political.

While the symptoms are financial—the inability of the Secretary 
General to meet the monthly payroll of the Organization without 
borrowing from t rus t funds—what is at stake is much more than the 
immediate financial health of the U.N.

At issue is nothing  less than the basic viability of the Organization.
A financially “ban krupt” United  Nations would become a political 

embarrassment and would fail to attr act  and keep the necessary lead
ership in the Secretariat.

I believe the resolution of the curren t financial difficulties of the 
U.N. requires a collective effort by all members to be successful.

This effort should be directed, 1 believe, toward a comprehensive 
settlement of all the components of the  current deteriorating financial 
situat ion—the deficit, the outstanding U.N. bond issue, and the con
tested items in the regular  budget.

All U.N.. members can parti cipa te in this collective effort without 
compromising the ir often-stated principles  in this area.

Only if all of these items are resolved will the financial health of 
the Organization be restored.

I have referred earlier to our  Panel’s proposal for coalitions of U.N. 
members.

I believe the approach  could be used in the resolution of the U.N.’s 
financial crisis.

The United States, after consultation with other concerned states, 
could announce that it was prepared to consider itself bound, subiect 
only to appropriations, bv a comprehensive solution of the U.N.’s 
financial difficulties.
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Suc h a solu tion might  c onsi st of  the  fol low ing  e lem ent s:
(а ) A w aiver by th ose  U.X.  m embers  t hat  p urchased  bonds, of pa y

ment fo r those bonds up  to the am ou nt  th at  the y wou ld be obligated to pay  in U .X.  assessments for  th ei r am ort iza tio n.
(б)  \ \  a ive rs by non mem ber  governm ents of  th e face  value of  the U.X . bonds  they now hold .
(c) W aiv er  by m embers of  the  am ount owed the m as a resu lt of  th e U.X. Cong o ope rat ion  (U XO C)  an d th e U.X . Em erg ency  Force  in the Middle Eas t (U X E F ).
(<Z) Cas h contr ibu tions  of  at  lea st $50 mi llio n by tho se sta tes  th at  ne ith er  pu rch ase d U.X . bonds, no r made pre vio us vo luntary contri bu tio ns  tow ard  res olv ing  the  U.X . def icit.
The Un ite d St ates ’ ann ouncem ent w ould con dit ion  it s acceptance of such  a  so luti on only  on  a pp rova l of  th e se ttle me nt by a tw o- th ird s m a

jo ri ty  of the  Gen era l Assembly, includ ing the Sovie t Un ion , Fran ce , 
and the Un ite d Kingdom,  an d th e conditio n the Un ite d States  sha re no more t ha n its  p rope r share .

Suc h a con dition would  h ave  the  g reat  a dv an tag e of  in dica tin g t hat  the Un ite d State s is wi lling  to acc ept  an equ itable  solution to these 
difficulties and t hat  it  de sires a b roa d-b ase d U.X . e ffor t to  resolve these  long -st anding  issues.

I  believe, Mr . C ha irm an , that a collective e ffor t such as thi s is needed, and  th at  it  is possible.
The negotia tions in putt in g th e coa lition toge ther  m ight  well al te r 

the exa ct terms  of the package set tlement.  Th is wou ld be expected . But  the  effo rt is es sential  to  the  U.X.’s futur e effectiveness.
In  clos ing,  I  wa nt  t o say  a wo rd  about Un ite d Xa tio ns  an d Un ite d State s leader ship. The Uni ted Xa tio ns  th is fa ll ■will be ele cting a  new 

Secre tar y Gen eral . I  con sider th a t elec tion  to be of  g re at  impor tance.
The Pa ne l also noted  th a t the  dec isionma kin g on ma ny  U.X . ques tions w as d ispe rsed in  the U .S.  Gove rnm ent .
They thus  reco mmended the quest ion  of  a post of Und er  Secre tar y 

fo r M ul til ateral  Affa irs  in  the D ep ar tm en t of S tat e.
The Und er  Secre tar y would  be respon sib le fo r the coord ina tion of  dec isio nmaking on in tern at iona l organiza tio n affairs u nd er  the l eader

ship o f th e P resid en t and  the S ec re tary  of  St ate .
Mr.  Ch airm an , I  belie ve we have  develop ed a set of  pro posal s th at  

are  pr ac tic al  and rea lis tic  fo r th e Uni ted Xa tio ns  in  th e 1970’s.
I  wou ld like now to subm it fo r the rec ord  the reco mm end atio ns in 

br ief for m,  sum ma ry for m,  m ade  by th e Commiss ion, and a lis t of  th e 
mem bers o f the P an el  who pa rt ic ip at ed  wi th me.

Mr. F raser. W ith ou t objec tion, we will hav e those inserte d in the  
reco rd.

(The  docum ents  fo llow :)
Members of the UNA-USA National Policy Panel on “The United Nations 

in  the 1970's”
NICHOLAS deB. KATZENBACH, Chairman, Vice P resident and Genera l Counsel, Int ern ational Business Machines Corp., formerly,  Atto rney  General and  Under-Secretary of State .
HARLAN CLEVELAND, Vice Chairman, Preside nt, Univers ity of Hawaii, for merly, Ass istant Secretary  of Sta te for Int ern ati onal Organization  Affairs  and United Sta tes Ambassador to NATO.
I. W. ABEL, Pres iden t, United Steel Worker s of America, Member of  the U nited States Delegation to the 22nd UN General Assembly.



LINCOLN P. BLOOMFIELD, Profess or of Poli tical  Science, Massach uset ts Inst itu te  of Technology.
G. MICHAEL CONLEE, Student, Univers ity of  Northe rn Iowa.
ANDREW W. CORDIER, Dean, School of Intern ational Affairs, Columbia Uni

vers ity, formerly,  Executive A ssis tan t to the UN Secretary -General and Under- 
Secre tary-General for General Assembly Affairs.

BRE WSTER  C. DENNY, Dean of the Gra duate  School of Public  Affairs, Univer
sity  of Washington, Member of the U.S. Delega tion to the  23rd UN General Assembly.

PH IL IP  M. KLUTZNICK, Vice Chairman, Chairman of the Board , Urban In
vestment and  Development Co., formerly,  U.S. Representat ive to the  United 
Nat ions  Economic and Social Council.

DAVID A. DULL, Student, Yale Unive rsity , Pre sident  of CIRUNA, Collegiate Affiliate of UNA-USA.
RICHARD N. GARDNER, Henry L. Moses Professor of Law and  Intern ational 

Organization,  Columbia Unive rsity .
ARTHUR GOLDSCHMIDT, Consultant, UN Development Program , formerly 

U.S. R epresen tative to the  UN Economic and Social Council.
ERNEST A. GROSS, Pa rtn er,  Curt is, Mallet -Prevost, Colt & Mosle, formerlv, 

Deputy Perm ane nt U.S. Rep resentativ e to the  United Nations .
EDWARD K. HAMILTON, Director,  Bureau of the Budget,  City of New York, 

formerly, Executive  Sec reta ry & Staff  Director,  Commission on International 
Development.

DONALD S. HARRINGTON, Minister, Community  Church  of  New York.
JAMES N. HYDE, C onsultant , Rockefe ller B rother s Fund.
JAMES H. INGERSOLL, Vice Presiden t—International Borg-Warner  Corp. 
PH IL IP  C. JES SUP, formerly, Judge, Intern ational Cour t of Ju sti ce ; United  

Sta tes  Deputy Permanen t Rep resentativ e to the  United Nations and Ambas- 
sador-at-L arge.

JOSEPH E. JOHNSON, Pre sident  Emeritus, Carnegie Endowment for In terna
tional  P ea ce ; Member of  th e U.S. De legation to the  24th UN General Assembly.

DAVID A. KAY, Associa te Profess or of Poli tica l Science, Univers ity of 
Wisconsin.

G. WILLIA M M ILLER, Pre sident , Textron, Inc.
JOSEPH  S. NYE, Cente r for  In ter na tio na l Studies , Ha rvard Unive rsity.
MRS. HARVEY PICK ER, United Sta tes  Representative to the UN Social De

velopment Commission ; Member of the  U.S. Delegat ion to the 24th UN General 
Assembly.

ROBERT STEVENSON, Executive Vice President, For d Motor Co.
PH ILLIPS  TALBOT, President, The Asia Society, formerly, Assist ant  Secretary  

of Sta te for  Near Easte rn and South Asian  Affairs, and  U.S. Ambassador to 
Greece.

EDWIN C. W HITEHE AD, Preside nt, Technicon Corp.
JOHN R. WIL KINS, Prof esso r of Law, University of Cal ifornia (Berkeley) . 
SIDNEY H. WILLNER, Senior  Vice President , Hilton Hotels Internatio nal . 
CHARLES W. YOST, Counsellor, UNA-USA, formerly, Permane nt Represe nta

tive of the United  S tate s to the  United Nations.
Sta ff:

ELMORE JACKSON, Proje ct Director , Vice Pre sident  for  Policy Studies , 
UNA-USA.

Co nsult an ts:
CLARENCE I. BLAU, JEFF RE Y L. HODES, STANLEY P. JOHNSON.

Summary of F indings and Recommendations of the UNA-USA Report 
“T iie  United Nations in  the 1970s”

The Pan el makes  several recom mendations  which it  considers fundam ental 
and  which it  believes, if accepted , would bring a new level of competence to the 
UN syste m:

1. COA LITIONS FOR PEACEFUL SET TLEM ENT

If  the UN Security Council and General Assembly are  t o be increasin gly effec
tive  in deal ing with conflict situ ations new d epa rtures  in their  work are  essentia l.

Every effor t should be made  to strengthen  the operations of the  Security 
Council. Bu t the  Council at  t imes  will be inhib ited from tak ing  effective action— 
sometimes fru str ated  by the  veto. New approaches  to General Assembly action 
are  th us required.
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Any p attern  of weighted voting is unlikely  to be acceptable to most of the 127 
members of the Assembly, who understandably would not wish to have the ir voting power di luted. Rut the present sett ing is one in which, in many cases. General Assembly re solutions are  ignored and, in o ther  cases, importa nt questions are  not, as in the past, subm itted  to the  Assembly for settlement .

The Panel therefo re recommends th at  on selected issues of major importance, the United States and othe r especially concerned Members develop “coalit ions for peaceful settlement.” Different coalitions, cuttin g across geographical and ideological blocs, would be developed on different issues. The members of a coalition would agree in advance to accept as binding a General  Assembly resolu tion on a selected issue if the  resolu tion were adopted by a specified, and special majority. If  the resolu tion did not meet the  special voting stipulat ion made in advance, it would remain—like all reg ula r Assembly resolutions-—-a recommendation. The expectation would be that , over time, a new standard  of decisionmaking on questions of peaceful sett leme nt would develop in the General  Assembly—and a new level of  “working world o rder” would be crea ted.
Such coalit ions might be developed for the submission of issues to the  In te rnatio nal Court of Just ice,  and for the car ryin g out of certain types of decisions by the Secur ity Council.

2 . N EW  APP ROACHES  IN  T IIE  M ANAGEM ENT OF  SC IE NCE AN O TE CH NO LO GY

The Pane l believes th at  problems such as environmental pollution,  sea-bed resources management, climate modification and control, and the  uses of oute r space will soon demand some type of intern ationa l ins titu tional  fram ework for their  effective regulat ion and management. What is needed immedia tely, however, is a much grea ter  and more cent ralized UN capacity for scientific analysis and technological assessment. This  is needed both as a means of helping to det ermine the  new ins tituti onal arrangeme nts th at  should be made, and also as a means of helping decide how existing UN ins titu tions should be adap ted to the new imperatives of the 1970s.
The Panel recommends that  the  UN General Assembly combine the exist ing Advisory Committee on the Application of Science and Technology to Dev elop- ment and the  Scientific Advisory Committee into  a ten-member Council of Scientific Advisors composed of outs tand ing scie ntis ts chosen for the ir professiona l competence. The Council, atta che d to the Office of the Secre tary-G eneral, would be headed by a full-time chairman,  draw n from the highest level of the inter 

nationa l scientific community. It  would be serviced by a new’ Center for Technological Assessment.
The present Special Pol itica l Committee of the  General  Assembly should become the  Seventh Committee, responsible, int er alia , for science and technology 

items.
3. ECOSOC AND ITS EXECUTIVE SUPPORT

The United Nations Economic and Social Council has not over the years been an effective center for UN decision-making on worldwide economic, social, and 
scientific questions .

The Panel believes that  the  needed reform of the UN economic and social system will requ ire simultaneous changes  in the work of ECOSOC and in the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs. The objective should he to build, both at the interg overnmental and execut ive levels, a strong cent ral focus for all UN activ ities  in the economic and social field.
The Panel  recommends that  ECOSOC, tak ing  its Charter-given responsibil ities seriously,  meet on a year -round  basis to :
Review the programs  and work of a reorganized UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs and  to make decisions on pr io ri tie s;
Review and make recommendat ions regarding the  work of the UN specialized agencies financed by the ir regula r budgets , i.e., the  work w’hich they  und erta ke not funded hv the  UN Development Program  (UND P) ;
Review’ the  ann ual  reports  from UNDP’s Governing Council on i ts operational 

programs  and make such recommenda tions to the Governing Council, the  General Assembly, or to member states, as it considers appropria te.
The Council would, dur ing the  course of the  year, take up each of the pri n

cipal areas of i nte rna tional  concern—e.g., the environment, popula tion, urbani za
tion. unemployment, trade—fo r one to two w’eeks of major  review, with the  responsib le senior officials of member governments in attendance.
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To faci lita te the coordination and integration of the economic, social, and 
scientific programs of the UN system, the Panel recommends the appointment 
of a UN Deputy Secretary-General for Economic and Social Activities.

4.  A  CO LLEC TIV E EFFORT TO  RE SO LV E T H E  U N  F I N A N C IA L  C R IS IS

The current financial difficulties of the United Nations are of serious propor
tions. The United Nations has been borrowing from its trust accounts to pay 
current operating expenses.

In the Panel’s view a collective effort of the UN Members should be directed 
to a comprehensive settlement of all the components of the current crisis— the 
deficit, the outstanding United Nations bond issue, and the contested items in 
the regular  budget. Only if  all of these items are resolved will the financial 
health of the United Nations enable it to tackle the critical problems of the 
1970s.

All UN Members should partic ipate in this collective effort. The Panel is con
vinced this can be done without compromising their often-stated principles on 
these issues.

5 . U N  L E A D E R S H IP  A N D  P L A N N IN G

The election at the 20th Session of the General Assembly of the next Secretary- 
General is of extraordinary importance. The newly elected Secretary-General  
will be responsible for  helping shape the UN’s responses to both the hazards 
and the enormous opportunities of the world now emerging.

The Panel believes that extraordinary qualities of leadership will be required 
for giving guidance to the UN’s political role in the decade ahead and in helping 
bring the needed organizational  coherence within the UN system.

0. U .S . L E A D E R S H IP  A N D  SU PPO R T

The Panel is convinced that executive leadership in the UN to bring coherence 
in the system must be matched by new measures in national governments to 
centralize and raise the level of decision-making on matters affecting interna
tional institutions. The present dispersion of such decision-making in national 
policy-making structures can only impede seriously the UN’s own efforts at 
coordination.

The Panel believes that effective U.S. leadership in the rapidly expanding 
range of transitional activ ities requires the locating of the principal policy
making and policy-coordinating center on multilateral  affairs in the Department 
of State at the Under Secretary  level.

7. U N  R E P R E S E N T A T IO N  A N D  M E M B E R S H IP

The Panel recommends, as a matter of primary importance, that the People’s 
Republic of China be seated in the General Assembly and that the credentials 
of her representatives  be accepted by the Security  Council, in place of those of 
the Republic of China on Taiwan. The Panel believes that the Republic of China 
on Taiwan should continue to be seated in the General Assembly as a United 
Nations Member. The time and circumstances under which the two governments 
might wish to consider their futu re relations should be left to them to decide.

The Panel believes that the same general principle of inclusiveness applies 
to UN membership for the Federal Republic of Germany, the German Demo
cratic Republic, North and South Korea, and North and South Vietnam.

8. P E A C E K E E P IN G  A N D  D IS A ST ER  R E LIE F

The Panel believes that the T’nited States and the Soviet Union will increa s
ingly see that their interest in avoiding a nuclear war. and in preventing the 
escalation of small conflicts into superpower confrontations, calls for new efforts 
to strengthen the peacekeeping capabilities of the United Nations.

The Panel recommends that, in addition to developing more reliable measures 
for the provision of national units for UN peacekeeping, the UN develop promptly 
a small, continuously available capacity for relief  and rescue missions.

An initial expansion of the exist ing UN Field and Guard Forces by 200 to 300 
men, coupled with an adequate training program and the acquisition of  suffi
cient training and transportation equipment, could provide the UN with a sig-
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nificant operational capacity for huma nit ari an  and rel ief act ivit ies in situations of both natural  and civil disaste r.
9. A UN  FACT-FIND ING  CENTER

Prompt, objective, and imp art ial  fact-f inding  is essentia l if intern ational conflicts are  to be brought und er control.
The Panel recommends th at  the  United Nations crea te a UN Fac t-Finding Center, charg ed with  the responsibility of developing an effective system of fa ct finding—designed to provide a UN capabil ity to respond  promptly to situations that  thr eaten  intern ational peace and  secur ity. Modern techn iques of research, electron ic da ta processing, and high technology surveillan ce (such  as Compass Link) should be made availab le by UN member governments.

10. NEW ORGANIZATIONA L ARRAN GEM ENT S IN  TH E GENERAL ASS EMBLY

The UN Genera l Assembly is not organized to handle effectively  the  large  number  of issues which come before it.
The Panel recommends more use by the  Assembly of func tional sub-committees—supplementing the  work of Main Committees, meetings of the General Committee  in May of each year to decide on Assembly agenda  items, more use of a consensus  procedure on resolutions, and  an amendment of General Assembly rules  to provide  tha t those  countrie s which abs tain  on votes will be counted as “present and voting.” This  la tter  proposal would prevent reso lutions being passed in which the nega tive votes and  the  abst entions outnumber the  affirmative votes.

11 . MOBILIZIN G FOR A GLOBAL DEVELOPMENT EFFORT

There is a growing  need for  mechanisms of regula r consultat ion between all principa l aid  agencies, nat ional and multinational,  on questions of global priori ties an d on levels  of development funding.
The Panel recommends the  esta blishment of an Intern ational Development Council, which at leas t once a yea r would bring toge ther  the following officials— all with  m ajor responsibi lity in im plementing the world-wide development e ffo rt:The UN Deputy Secre tary-Gene ral for  Economic and  Social Activit ies.The P res ident of  the World Bank.
The Administrato r of UNDP.
The Directo rs of the  U.S., U.K., French , USSR, West  German, and Japa nese aid agencies.
Seven representativ es of developing  countr ies.The Director-Genera l of GATT.
The Managing Direc tor o f IMF.
The Secretary-Gene ral of  UNCTAD.
The Pre sidents of the  three Regio nal Development Banks.The Council in its meeting would focus  on priori ties  in development assistance and consider the  necessary  levels and  sources  of intern ational funding.
Mr. Katzenbach. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to present my testimony.
If  there are any questions I would be glad to try to answer them.Mr. F raser. Thank you very much, Mr. Katzenbach, for a very fine statement. Our thir d witness is the  Honorable Samuel Be Palma, A ssistant Secretary of State for Internatio nal Organization Affairs.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAMUEL DE PALMA, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION AFFA IRS

Mr. B e P alma. Mr. Chairman, I  appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee to discuss the two reports prepared under the leadership of Ambassador Lodge and Mr. Katzenbach.
Both reports  reflect an incisive analysis and great  imagination in their  recommendations. Both will help us appraise the problems we face in working for improvements in the performance of the U.N. system and our participation in it.
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The reports are also of great value in building  public understanding 
because they have looked at both the accomplishments and the short
comings th at must be remedied if we are to benefit fully  from inter
national institutions in  coming years.

At the outset let  me make clear that  taken as a whole, the philosophy, 
the conclusions, and recommendations contained in these reports  are 
generally consonant with the  outlook and approach of the Department 
of State.

We may differ on relative priorities and on the pract icality of cer
tain recommendations, and we have reservations about others.

But our differences are mainly about the prospects of implementa
tion and about timing.

Many of the proposals in the Lodge Commission report a re sim ilar 
to those we have already advanced in the U.N. to streng then peaceful 
settlement procedures and peacekeeping machinery ; to pu t the U.N.’s 
admin istrative and financial house in order; and to streamline cum
bersome, outdated,  and inefficient procedures and voting arrangements 
in the  General Assembly.

We find highly constructive the steps recommended for  responding 
to global challenges on narcotics, population, seabeds, environment, 
and simila r issues.

Equal ly, the  UNA report on “The United Nations in the 1970’s” ad
dresses with great  imaginat ion the economic, social, and scientific i s
sues of the next decade and the implications these should have for U.N. 
organiza tion—notably in  revitalizing ECOSOC—and for  U.N. action.

We are actually in the process of implementing a number of the 
recommendations and our positions have been reinforced by these 
reports.

Moreover, both repor ts persuasively argue tha t there is a close link  
between what the U.N. should do and the capacity of the U.N. to 
perform.

They both stress the importance of developing leadership and im
proved capacity in the  Secretariat , of fiscal responsibility and financial 
solvency, and of modernizing management.

All the recommendations merit close and careful attention, and we 
are examining them in terms of our overall priorities, of the ir prac
tical ity, and of the capacity of inte rnational institutions to car ry them 
out.

We have been instructed by the President to assess the conclusions 
of the Lodge Commission and to advise him to what extent and how 
soon its recommendations can be acted upon.

We plan to give an accounting of the status of implementation soon 
after the General Assembly since a number of the proposals are now 
being actively negotiated at the curren t Assembly session.

Consequently, my statement  is in effect an interim report.
Before discussing the part iculars of the key recommendations in 

these reports, let me make three general observations:
Fir st, the underlying  philosophy in both reports is that we are enter

ing a new era of international relations in which foreign policy must 
be increasingly conducted throu gh mult ilateral organizations.

We agree tha t U.N. and regional organizations need to be more 
fully  used to deal with problems of peace and development. 

69 -6 11 — 71-------3
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We also agree, as they both point out, tha t certain defects in the organization must be corrected if the United Nations is to deal adequately with future challenges.
As President Nixon stated in his lette r to Ambassador Lod ge:
If  we are  to enjoy the  maximum adv anta ge of intern ationa l cooperation,  we must in general achieve  greate r efficiency in the  U.N. system and  improve our techniques for U.S. par ticipat ion  in intern ational bodies.
Second, we often assert our claims and priori ties in the U.N. system against the competitive interests and political pressures of  others.We have considerable influence, but  we need to bargain  against  the interests and priorit ies of others.
This means t ha t proposals for change in the structu re and procedures of the U.N. or in its agenda must take account of political  realities.
Otherwise hopes are raised which cannot be realized, at least not in the near term.
This can lead to fur ther disappointment  and a tendency around the U.N. and in the country to discount proposals and initiatives as being made prim arily  for rhetorica l effect.
Third, many initiatives and even some proposals for reform involve questions of costs and priori ties both on the national  and inte rnational  scenes.
It  is always painful to have to choose among commendable and constructive proposals for action. Th is year, for example, we are stressing the United Nation’s role in control of illegal traffic in narcotic drugs and in disaste r relief, as well as re form of the ECOSOC.This does not mean downgrading other  proposals. It  reflects only our assessment of matters th at are ripe  for action.Let me consider the key recommendations of the Lodge repo rt in four areas. I shall address parall el proposals in the UNA repor t in a more prelim inary  way since it was published just  before the General Assembly session opened, and we have not had the time to give it the atten tion it merits.
These areas are :

(1) Organizational and struc ture reforms, including improving the performance of the U.N. and put ting  it on a sound adminis trative and financial footing;
(2) Strengthening the political and peacekeeping functions of the U.N .;
(3) Expanding and improving the U.N. capacity  to undertake increasing economic and social activities, which are crucial to successful development of underdeveloped nations; and(4) establishing legal, scientific and technological arrangements for internatio nal cooperation to make the world more habitable and to make more widely available the benefits of modern technology.

First, let me consider what can be done about membership problems, reform of structure and procedures, and improved U.N. perform ance generally.
Both the Lodge Commission and the UNA Panel  recommend tha t all firmly established governments be included in the U.N. system.Presen t members, including the Republic of China, should not be
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expel led , whi le those outsid e would  be br ou gh t in, due  a tte nt ion being  
pa id  to  tim ing an d special  factor s pe rta in in g to each cou ntry.

Th is  approa ch  accords with  the  posit ion  sta ted by the  Se cretary of 
St at e to the Gener al Assem bly , th a t the Pe op le’s Republic of Ch ina  
be sea ted  un de r cond itio ns  wh ich  do no t involve  denia l of repr e
sentat ion to the  R epub lic  o f Ch ina .

We s tro ng ly believe t hat th e U .N. sho uld  deal  w ith  re ali tie s and not 
tr y  to  im pose the view s o f o ne pa rty .

Inde ed  the  presence of  bo th  governm ents should faci litate evolu 
tio n toward a s ett lem ent.

Confl ict ing  c laims  need no t be preju diced by th is  procedure . As fo r  
the pr inc iple of  un iv er sa lit y an d its  ap pl icat ion to the div ide d states,, 
I  belie ve it  is cle ar  th a t it  cann ot  be ap pl ied au tomati ca lly , but  on ly  
on a case-by-case bas is since circum stance s dif fer  an d fac tor s o f' in n 
ing are  also  inv olved,  as fo r exa mple in  the case of  Ger many.  .

We welcome the  sugges tions of  th e L odge Commission on the micro 
stat e p rob lem .

As th is  com mit tee  knows,  in  1969 t he  U.N . Se cu rity Council—as  a 
resu lt o f a U .S. in iti at ive—e sta bli shed  a Co mm ittee of Exp er ts  to st ud y 
the problem .

Th e Uni ted St ates  also  pro posed  the est ab lishm ent of a new as
soc iate  st atus  for  micr ostat es  an d in t he  Committee  of  Ex pe rts  we hav e 
ela bo rated on th is  p rop osal.

Th e Comm ittee has he ld 11 meetin gs and issued an in ter im  re po rt , 
bu t it  has so fa r rea ched no conc lusions or  reco mmendations.

Th e U.S . pro posal  conte mp lates wide  pa rti cipa tio n in the  Uni ted 
Na tio ns  f or  such sta tes  as  m ay op t fo r a ssoc iate  st atu s, bu t w ith out t he  
right to  vote or  t he  o bl iga tio n to  pa y the minim um  assessment.

So fa r,  h owe ver , we h ave been  u nable  to  obta in any subs tan tia l sup
port  fro m oth ers  in th e Uni ted Na tio ns  an d in the end, we m ay ha ve  
to  be gu ide d by  ou r own cr ite ria  in decid ing  how  to vote  on par
ticu la r ap pli cants.

QUA LITY OF LEAD ERSHIP IN  TH E U .N . SECRETARIAT

We  are in accord  w ith  bo th panels on the imp ort ance of poli tic al and 
ad min is tra tiv e lead ersh ip  in th e Uni ted Na tions an d of the qu al ity  of  
th e Se cretar iat .

Here th e Se cretary Ge neral  p lay s a  ke y ro le. He must combine qu al 
iti es  of  lead ersh ip  in  g iv ing g uid anc e to the  U. N. ’s po lit ica l ro le an d of 
man ag er ia l t al en t to weld th e Se cret ar ia t into  an  effec tive o rgan izat ion 
an d to  at tack  the  U.N .’s ser ious financ ial p roblems.

We  are also giving  co ns tant  at tent ion to the pro blem of  sec ur ing  
appo intm en ts fo r qualif ied  Am erican s a t hi gh  l evel s in the  U.N . Sec
re ta ri a t p rofes sio na l s taff.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY  PROCEDURES AND VOTING SYSTEM

Bo th  pane ls stre ss th e need  to streaml ine  the  cumbersome  an d ou t
da ted pro ced ure s in  th e Ge neral  Assembly.

We fu lly  share  the Com mis sion’s view s th at  subs tan tia l re fo rm  of 
Ge neral  Ass embly  pro ced ures and organiza tio n is necessa ry if  th is
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principal organ of the United  Nations is to car ry out its responsibili
ties more effectively.

We have already submitted many suggestions for specific reforms 
to a Special General Assembly Committee on the Rationalization of 
the Assembly Procedures and Organization.

Many of  these coincide with  those recommended by the panels. But, 
I do not have to point out to you, Mr. Chairman, tha t such changes 
are more difficult in implementation than  in concept, as is the case 
with all parliamentary bodies looking at the ir own procedures.

Voting reform is advocated by both panels, mainly to assure that  
those on whom the United Nations relies—financially and otherwise— 
to make its decisions effective have a commensurate voice in decision
making.

Both reports  recognize tha t an across-the-board weighted system for 
voting in the General Assembly is probably not feasible at present.

But  procedural change m ight accomplish the same purpose.
Two directions appear worth  exploring.  One is to seek a change in 

the General Assembly rides so tha t the adoption of resolutions would 
require an appropria te major ity of all votes cast, counting those who 
choose to abstain as present and voting.

If  this change were made, it would no longer be possible for a r ather 
small minority of those who vote affirmatively to obtain approval of a 
resolution in the face of a large number of abstentions.

The other direction is to seek key points in the U.N. decisionmaking 
process where it might be possible to apply special arrangements to 
accord greate r weight to the views of major contributors.

Fo r example, special voting procedures might be applied for major 
expenditures in the peacekeeping field, perhaps through a special fi
nance committee.

Fina lly, we are encouraging the use of working groups and special 
committees comprising those countries having a direct interest in the 
matter  under consideration and involving, where possible, decisions by 
consensus rather than tak ing votes.

FI NANCIN G

The U.N.’s finances are in bad shape, and we share the concern of 
both panels about the deficit and the imminent thre at of a liquidity  
crisis.

As the Secretary o f State  stated in the General Assembly, this finan
cial deterioration has eroded the U.N.’s fiscal credit and undermined 
confidence in  its potential.

The proximate  cause of the U.N.’s shortage of funds is the cumula
tive effect of withholding by the Soviets and French  of portions of 
thei r annual contributions on top of the already shaky financial posi
tion of the U.N. resulting  from earlier  Soviet and French nonpayment 
for certain peacekeeping activities.

The responsibility for a solution rests primarily  on those who failed 
to pay th eir share.

Former General Assembly Presiden t Hambro, who was asked by the 
Secretary  General to explore the  problem, has suggested a basis for an 
overall settlement tha t would resolve the U.N.’s liabilities, including 
the bonds, and remove from the budget certain controversial items on
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which the Soviets and others withhold payments, thus building up 
new arrearages.

Both Panels  advocate a collective effort to restore the U.N.’s finan
cial health.

The UNA panel specifically calls for  a comprehensive settlement of 
all components of the deficit. Such an overall solution would be pos
sible only if sizable contribut ions were assured by the princ ipal de
faulte rs and if congressional support for a pragmatic and flexible ap 
proach were forthcoming.

Given assurances of adequate contributions by others, we believe the 
United States should be prepared to assist toward an overall solution.

Discussion of  Ambassador Hambro’s suggestion has just begun, and 
I do not know whether  we will have any interest ing possibility to pu t 
before the Congress.

We shall, of course, consult the Congress if we see any chance for a 
solution of this matter.

Meanwhile, considering the U.N.’s financial plight, we have made 
clear our concern over the pressure for  increased budgets.

We feel strongly tha t tig ht  budgets, bette r allocation of program 
funds, and improved budget management have become crucial if the 
U.N. is to survive this pe riod of financial stringency.

The Lodge Commission proposes tha t the United  States mainta in 
and increase its total contributions to the U.N. by making grea ter 
contributions  to programs for economic development and other special 
voluntary programs.

At the same time it recommends that , as new members are brought 
in, we seek a redist ribution of the financial burden over a period of 
years to reduce our contribution to the assessed regular budget from 
its present 31.52 percent to 25 percent.

We understand the Commission to be talk ing about a goal to be 
gradually  a ttained.

While we want to study the particulars,  we are in accord with the 
Commission that the United States should expect a significant re
duction in its assessment share as new members are admitted  and as 
other members increase their  national incomes.

We agree tha t in princip le no international organization based on 
the sovereign equality of its members and in which almost all na
tions are represented should become overly dependent on one state 
for contr ibutions to its operat ing budgets.

How to strengthen the peacekeeping and political functions of the 
U.N. is the second key area stressed by both reports.

Both panels justifiably conclude tha t if the Security  Council is to 
do its job in preventive diplomacy, it needs to improve its fact finding, 
mediation, and conciliation procedures, and become bolder in recom
mending terms of settlement.

We strong ly believe tha t all U.N. members should be concerned that  
the Security Council conduct its business in a deliberate and serious 
manner, tha t recourse to the Security Council should be undertaken 
seriously and that members should cooperate with  a view to a pprop ri
ate action to facilitate the settlement of disputes.

In  part icul ar we have urged tha t the Security Council investigate 
the facts thoroughly and arrive at an independent assessment of the 
situat ion before it acts.
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The Security Council cannot act effectively if disputes are considered largely in terms of their  domestic political impact and i f members are not prepared to cooperate with its missions investiga ting the situation.
We favor all practical measures for  prompt, objective, and impartial factfinding by the U.N. and wil l examine carefully the UNA p roposal for a U.N. factfinding center.
Happily, the Security Council has utilized  two factfinding missions recently, and, if the results fell short of our hopes, a t least the pri nciple of independently ascertaining the facts has been recognized.

PEACEKEEPING

We share the concern of both panels about the lack of progress in writing guidelines for U.N. peacekeeping to assure the availab ility of troops and facilities, and to devise a reliable method for financing peacekeeping missions.
The U.N. has been successful in improvising arrangements to damp down conflicts in about a dozen instances. However, as the committee is aware, the organization’s peacekeeping capacity has been hampered by differences over how to conduct and finance peacekeeping operations.
Refusal of the Soviets and French to pay for certain past peacekeeping missions and the ensuing financial deficit have also impaired the U.N.’s ability to mount peacekeeping operations.
Some progress has been made in suggesting ways to improve technical aspects of peacekeeping, but no accommodation is yet in sight on the difficult issues of financing and on the respective roles of the Security Council and the Secretary  General in managing peacekeeping operations authorized by the Council.
In bilateral and multilateral discussions Soviet representatives continue  to insist tha t the Security Council, or a committee directly  subordinate to it, control all m ajor operationa l aspects by unanimous decisions of the permanent members.
We seek instead a solution that recognizes the prim ary responsibility of the Security Council to determine the mandate and exercise supervision over its implementation but leaves in the hands of the Secre tary General adequate flexibility to deal with practical  questions as they arise.
We are anxious to reach an understand ing on practica l arrangements to this end and, in the meantime, we hope to  make such improvements as we can in technical arrangements.
As a first step we are advocating, as the Lodge Commission also recommends, tha t the Secretary General maintain a roster  of offers of troops and facilities which U.N. members are willing to provide.Whether they would be willing to go beyond earmarking units and actually make contingents available as a ready reserve or standby force—as both reports contemplate—needs fur ther study.The question is whether the middle-sized countries are ready to take  this step pending agreement on workable guidelines for  managing and financing peacekeeping missions.
We agree with the Commission th at the United  States should continue to provide logistic support, p articula rly airl ift,  and in appropr iate cases U.N. specialists.
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The idea of a revolving peace fund to help ge t costlier peacekeeping 
operations started is worth exploring, along with other cost-sharing 
schemes.

However, I must point  out tha t the idea of a peace fund has not 
taken  hold among U.N. members, the Soviets and French  being espe
cially cool to the proposal.

As the Commission stresses, the important thing is tha t all should 
contribu te a fair  share.

This question is, o f course, also related  to the problem of  finding a 
solution to the current deficit.

COALI TI ONS FOR  PE A C EFU L SE TTLEM EN T

Let me t urn  now to the suggestion of the UNA Panel tha t when 
the Security  Council is inhibited from taking action for peaceful 
settlement the United States  and other concerned members should be 
prepared to work through the General Assembly in what are called 
“coalitions for peaceful settlement.”

We are attra cted  by the idea th at the U.N. should provide  a frame
work for action bv likeminded countries to promote peace where the 
U.N.’s formal  decisionmaking machinery, for one reason or another, 
is not suitable. But we would need to consider carefully whether a 
declaration  tha t certain  countries would be “bound” by General Assem
bly decisions would be feasible, or indeed whether this procedure 
could, in fact, “bind” the United Sta tes without requisite congressional 
author ity.

We wonder i f many nations would subscribe in advance to this  kind 
of procedure. B ut we will want to examine this suggestion more care
fully, part icula rly as it may relate to a solution of the U.N.’s financial 
crisis.

In general the United States continues to  hold to the longstanding 
policy, embodied in the Uni ting  fo r Peace Resolution, tha t where the 
Security Council is unable to act, the Assembly should exercise a com
plementary role to recommend peacekeeping operations.

The presence of a U.N. Emergency Force in the Middle East  in 
1956, based on a General Assembly action, is an example of this kind.
H O W  TO EXPA ND T H E  U .N . 's  CA PA CI TY  IN  T H E  EC ONOM IC  AN D SO CIAL  AND 

T E C H N IC A L  FI ELDS IS  T II E  TH IR D  K E Y  CO NC ER N

We agree t ha t ECOSOC should be strengthened and, as the  UNA 
Panel proposes, that it becomes what the charter  intended—the cen tral 
focus and coordinator of all U.N. decisionmaking in the  economic and 
social fields.

At our initiative, ECOSOC has approved a resolution calling for 
the enlargement of the Council and the establishment of two new 
standing committees: one dealing  with  the applicat ion of science and 
techology, and the second with review and appraisal of progress of 
the second development decade.

We hope t hat  the General Assembly will endorse this decision. We 
are prepared  to seek suppo rt in the  Congress fo r a ch arter amendment 
for the enlargement  of the Council on the understanding that the 
General Assembly will sustain the steps proposed to streng then the 
Council by establ ishing these committees.
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Both panels recommend increased development assistance and more of it  to be channeled through the U.N. system, including the banks and the U.N. Development Program.
This, of course, depends primarily  on the  readiness of Congress to appropriate the funds.
We hope tha t U.S. contributions to multil ateral  development p rograms—including the UNDP—will grow’ in keeping with the Pres ident ’s policy of channeling more aid through multilateral agencies.As we have often stressed, however, and as both Panels recognize, our readiness to contribute more depends on the effective implementation of reforms to improve the capacity of the U.N. development system to handle large r resources efficiently.
Hap pily  good progress is being made on the reorganiza tion of the UNDP.
Proposa ls in both reports for mechanisms of regular consultation on development funding and priorit ies are of  great interes t to  us, but we shall have to develop greater in terest among other countries before we can hope to make progress in this area.
Finally, the ab ility of the  U.N. to meet the challenge of the technological revolution is a matter  of majo r concern.
We share the view of both panels that existing internationa l ar rangements may have to be reshaped to deal with science-related matters  of worldwide concern.
New institutions and, where approp riate , legal provisions are needed to regulate  access to the new fron tiers  of our environment, such as outer space and seabeds, and to facili tate internationa l cooperation in the uses of the new technology.
Protec tion of the environment, limit ing excessive population growth, and policing narcotics product ion and traffic are among the matte rs that need urgent attention.

. The U.N. is moving in these areas, as a direct result of U.S. initiative.
Let me mention a few of the problems tha t require worldwide action now and in which the U.N. is making some progress.At  the Pres iden t’s direction we are making a major effort to speed international action to curb narcotics abuse.
We are now negotiating  necessary amendments to the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs of 1961 to make mandatory certain provisions fo r controlling production and traffic in narcotic drugs.We are spu rring U.N. action programs in education and research and  to tr ai n  police and  cu stom s offioinls.
To finance these programs the U.N. has set up a special fund for drug abuse control to which we have made an initial  pledge of $2 million.
As th e Lodge Commission notes we have also been the major  contrib uto r to the U.N. Fund for  Populat ion Activities and to programs of the Wor ld Heal th Organization and other specialized agencies which supp ort family plann ing at  the request of member governments.
Under the stimulus of the Lodge Commission—and we note the UNA Pa ne l sha res  th is concern —we took the  l ead  in ur gi ng  th e U.N. to set up a central mechanism for  organizing and coordinating emergency relief fo r disasters.
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This summer ECOSOC adopted a resolution, which we introduced, 
calling on the Secretary  General to appoin t a disaster relief coordi
nator to mobilize, d irect, and coordinate relief  activities of various 
organizations in the U.N. system in  response to requests for  disaster 
assistance from stricken states.

If  the Assembly approves this  initiative, early next year a small 
permanent office headed by a coordinator should be func tioning a t the  
U.N. to serve as focal point for disaster relief matters.

We are moving ahead in p reparations for the Law of the Sea Con
ference in 1973 which wil l write trea ty law to fix boundaries and es
tablish rules under which all states may share the benefits of the 
seas and seabeds.

The President’s Commission correctly assesses the dangers of uni
lateral extensions of national ju risdic tion over ocean space and under
scores the  need for new international agreements.

We are also moving in the U.N.’s seabed committee—which acts as 
the prepara tory  committee fo r the  conference—on form ulating t reaty 
articles on other outs tanding ocean questions.

EN VIRO NM EN T

Fina lly, Mr. Chairman, as members of this  committee know, a 
major  U.N. effort is underway on measures to protect the environ
ment. a major concern of both Panels.

Our aim must be not only to prevent damage to  the air and water  
and other  life-giving elements, but also to insure rational use and 
conservation of the world’s resources.

Among the goals of the Stockholm Conference in 1972 are agree
ments on a declaration of principles , on recommendations for estab
lishing machinery for  monito ring dangers to the environment on a 
global basis, and on initi al measures to curb pollution of the oceans.

We have asked the National Academy of Sciences to examine what 
international arrangements are most likely to help both in research 
and in insuring cooperative international efforts to protect the na t
ural environment.

We expect to have it s report  soon as par t of our preparation  fo r the  
Stockholm Conference.

These, Mr. Chairman, are the  main areas in which we and the U.N. 
system are moving toward many of the goals set by both Panels .

Progress is like ly to be much slower than we would like, b ut it  is 
definitely underway.

As I  have indicated, we shall continue to study other recommenda
tions to see when and how we can move toward the ir implementat ion.

Meanwhile, I  hope tha t even this par tial  account of the progress 
already achieved will help to mainta in hope and confidence in the 
potent ial of the United Nations.

Much depends on the degree of  leadersh ip and support we are pre 
pared to give.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Thank you very much. Mr. Secretary.
I  will begin with an item tha t relates to events which occurred 

since these hearings were scheduled. The Senate has made an amend-

69-611—71
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ment to the Milit ary Procurement bill which appears  to erode the President’s author ity to maintain the sanctions required by the Security Council concerning Rhodesia. To me this  bears a st riking simi larity to what happened to the sanctions effort against  Ita ly before World War 11, which has often been cited as evidence of an indication of the demise of the League of Nations as an effective international  organization.
I would like to hear comments from our witnesses on this  problem, wherein the Senate is undercutting the President ’s authority in this regard.
If  any of you are prepared to comment on this matter I would appreciate hearin g from you.
Ambassador Lodge. This was not raised before the Commission and we have taken no testimony on it, and I myself personally have not had an opportunity  to study it.
I am not in a position to say anything.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Katzenbach?
Mr. Katzenbach. The issue again did not come up before our Panel, Mr. Chairman.
I do have views, but they are strict ly personal views, not one which I can associate wi th the other members of the Panel.Let me state them in three terms.
First, I never had any g reat conviction tha t the economic sanctions which were voted by the  Security  Council will be particularly effective in resolving the  Rhodesian question, and I can understand the f rus tra tions of sanctions tha t are not effective, when they increase the  costs of various goods to the consumer.
At the  same time, it seems to me, it was the judgment of the Security  Council th at they would apply these sanctions, they were binding oil the member states, of which the United States  is one.
The Congress in the United Nations Part icipa tion Act authorized the President  in such circumstances, where such decisions were taken, to enforce them, and I think th at is ri ght  and proper.If  we want to  build a United Nations that is more effective, it seems to me tha t when the Security Council takes a step of this kind that  we are all undermining the United  Nations if we decide unila terally,  because we do not part icularly  like this decision, we are not going to be bound by it, because we think it is ineffective.
The thi rd  poin t tha t I would like to make, is th at it seems to me almost unavoidable tha t the  United Kingdom, which had s tarted  this  resolution, because of the act of Rhodesia in withdrawing from the Commonwealth, will make its peace with Rhodesia.
It  is not something I part icula rly approve of, but it just seems to me to be absolutely certain.
When tha t occurs, there will be a good deal of agitation  among many of  the African states.
There will be a lo t of accusations, right or wrong, tha t the Briti sh Government has sold out.
If  the United States takes this act at this time all of the fury of those countries will come down on the United  States, rather than  the United Kingdom.
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The United Kingdom will say. with the rug pulled out from under 
us in this way, how could we make a really good settlement with 
Rhodesia, and the United States will take the whole blame for it.

Tha t seems to me not the most intelligent thin g the United  States 
could do at this time in terms of our relationships with other countries.

I would add finally, although I  do no t think it  was the intent of the 
sponsors of this, but if you come to this kind of action I can th ink of 
absolutely no surer way to succeed in getting  absolutely tha t restdt.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Secretary, do you wish to comment?
Mr. De P alma. I really think there is little  I  can add to the expres

sion of views contained in the letter which Assistant  Secretary Ab- 
sliire sent to Senator  McGee. ' *

e pointed out in tha t letter  tha t we thought it most unwise to 
take action at this time, tha t could cut across the discussions which 
the United Kingdom is having with the Smith regime, and which 
apparently have real prospect of finding a solution which would in 
fact resolve the sanctions question. • •

I must add tha t I really cannot understand why the United States 
would w ant to take on the onus, particu larly  in these circumstances, 
of formally disregarding an internationa l obligation so solemnly un
dertaken in this case, the first instance in which the United Nations has 
tried  to apply sanctions. ' '

It  seems to me the action is most unwise, and, if nothing else', very 
ill timed.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Secretary,  some of us have the impression tha t 
while representatives of the Department of State sought to have the 
amendment altered, or defeated, that such efforts did not reach very 
high in the adminis tration , th at the fact is tha t the White House and 
top officials of the administration appeared indifferent as to the" out
come of the debate in the Senate. Could you throw any light  on that  situation ?

Mr. De Palma. I  really do not  think  I  could comment on the real 
thru st of vour question, hut I think it is fair  to say, unless Mr. Abshire 
and I get fired tomorrow, it can be tak6n as evidence tha t we are speak
ing for the administration . •••

Mr. F raser. I accept tha t. It  seems the adminis tration is capable of 
speaking with more than  one voice, while yours is certainly a respon
sible one, it may not carry  all of the weight tha t other voices may carry. ■ • „• • . *

Mr. Frelinghuysen, do you have any questions?
Mr. F relinghuysen. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
I should like to welcome to the subcommittee these three dis

tinguished witnesses who also happen to be old friends.
It  makes me quite conscious o f the passage of time to hear these 

subjects discussed in such an illuminating way, but  i t also makes me 
feel somewhat discouraged.

Mr. Katzenbach knows I am a member of the  board of the UNA. so 
I have had some exposure to the suggestions t ha t have been made. 
Mr. De Palma, I  am sure, remembers tha t I  was a member of the U.S. 
delegation to the United Nations in 1965.

In  many ways, th at is a long time ago, but we are still talk ing the 
same language as we were then. We need to find some way to get off
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dead  cen ter and rescue  t he  Un ite d Nations fro m a finan cial  cris is, bu t 
the  fac t of the  mat ter is th at  we are  not  do ing  i t. I t  does no t seem to 
me a time  to be optimistic. Al l th is ta lk  abo ut collective acti on to get  
a sett lem ent  of  the I  nit ed  Nations’ debts rea lly  dep end s on the w ill ing
ness of those  who have  been resp ons ible  fo r th e debts, to be more  for thcoming .

I  do no t th ink it  reall y sho uld  dep end  on wh eth er or not Congres s wil l be pr agmati c an d flexible.
The chances are th at  Congress is n ot go ing  to  be pragmati c or flex

ible. The tim ing is im po rta nt , and the  tim ing is an ything  bu t pro
pitio us. I t  rea lly  does discou rage me, because  as a prac tic al mat ter, in 
spi te of  t he des ire of  ma ny  peop le to  make the  Un ite d Nations more  effective, the  U.N . seems to be head ing  t ow ard atroph y.

There  has been a lo t of  ta lk  about ways in which the  U.N . may  
become mo re useful,  an d pe rhap s there i s some pos sib ilit y f or  impro vemen t, bu t how cou ld these coord ina tin g panels  conceivably be of  any  value ?

Mr. Ka tze nbach, yo ur  sta tem ent on page 3, re fe rs to “coa litions  
fo r peaceful set tlement.” The se wou ld envisage mem bers  in advance , accep ting as b indin g, ce rta in  decisions m ade  o r wh ich  may be made b y 
a ma jor ity , in whi ch they  wou ld no t be included.

W ha t likelihood is there  t hat an ything  m ean ing ful  w ould  develop ?
W ha t kind  of  agreeme nt could you get  ?
Maybe Mr.  De  Pa lm a said, in effect, th at th is  does no t seem lik ely  to  be a prac tic al sugg est ion .
In  wh at are a of  the  wo rld  wi th unresolved problems cou ld you 

expec t to get  me an ing ful  commitmen ts in  advance to  abide by some
one else’s decision ?

Mr. K atzenbach. Mo st of  us must abide by somebody else’s dec i
sion s. so th at  does  not  bot he r me th at  much.

Let  me point  o ut. one, on  f inancing , I  th in k a w illingn ess  on the  par t of  the  Un ited Sta tes , to ind ica te th at  thev  will be forthcoming u p to 
a ce rta in  po in t on an y resolu tion of the  to ta l problem, and th at  the y 
wo uld  agree to  be bound by th at , irresp ect ive  of  pr inc ipl e, which  is 
wha t is h an ging  it u p now.

I  thi nk  it w ould be helpf ul  in  resolv ing  it.
Let  me g ive you  a no ther  example. I  have been very much  concerned 

abo ut arm s shipm ent s, an d I  th in k one first step in tryi ng  to con tro l 
th e shipm ent of  arms arou nd  t he  w orld wou ld be to reg ist er them.

I  do  not th in k you  wou ld get everybody  involve d, bu t I  would su p
pose a resolu tion  to  th at  effect, the  Uni ted St ates  could agree to he 
bound,  by  r eg ist er ing a nd  s ta ting  all of  the  arms  sh ipp ed, a rmed sh ip 
men ts it  was makin g, if  tw o- third s of  th e General Assembly  were  to 
app rov e thi s, and if  t hat  vote  were to  inclu de tw o- th ird s of  th e speci
fied lis t of th e arm s-s up plying  countries .

I  think  t hat  wou ld be a step in the  r eso luti on of  a  prob lem.
I  see in the  pa pe r th a t the Pa na ma Canal sit ua tio n is kic kin g up 

aga in.
I t would seem to  me th a t there are  resolu tion s the re,  where the 

Un ite d Sta tes  does not have to tak e all of  th is bu rden  on itse lf.
A resolution  of  th e Pa na ma Canal  sit ua tio n could be obtained, and 

a guara nte e of fre e passage, the con trol  of  the rat es,  i f th is were to  be 
agr eed  to by the Gover nment  o f P an am a, and  by a specified majo rity,
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the users of the Panama Canal, I would thin k tha t would be another 
kind of issue tha t could be resolved.

I think it requires a certain amount of imagination, and a lit tle bit 
of risk taking from time to time, to do this, but,  you know, Congress
man. I share some of your pessimism.

One cannot avoid shar ing tha t pessimism, so the  fai r statement on 
this is tha t the United S tates has not really taken a great deal of lead
ership in try ing  to make th e United Nations more effective.

I would think tha t in the past 10 or 15 years , despite a good many 
dedicated people, as Secretary De Palma said, we have not taken the 
kind of leadership we could take, because we have by and large fel t 
that  each specific problem, because of the difficulties in making that  
institu tion work, is really easier to resolve outside the U nited Nations 
context.

I think the time has come when we should try  to resolve more 
problems.

I do not think we are going to solve all of the problems within the 
United Nations, but we could make the Uni ted Nations more effective, 
and I do not thin k we have to wait for other  people’s leadership in 
tha t regard.

Mr. Fuelixouvysex. I would not disagree with you. I do not think 
the United States has taken a gre at deal of leadership.

It  is a vicious circle. The United Nations has failed in major areas 
where we are interested, and we seem to be left holding the bag. from 
the congressional point of view. There does not seem to be much rea
son for placing much reliance on the capacity of the United Nations 
to resolve problems, because it does not.

At best, i t freezes them. Also the United Nations is involved in fi
nancial dilemmas, and we try  to help. Fo r example, we got the au
thority  for the bond issue thro ugh Congress, but this did not resolve 
the problem. We st ill have France and the Soviet Union to cope with.

I also feel we should do whatever we can to make the U.N. as strong 
as possible.

But I am not sure how a coali tion for peaceful settlement, for exam
ple, on the financial situation would prove anything.

This  conceivably might be construed to be a bin ding  commitment 
on the part of the United States to abide by a settlement which would 
simply wipe out the obligations of France and the Soviet Union, on the 
ground, perhaps, that they were never going to pay up anyway, and 
the U.N. may as well face up to realities.

Well, we might  be willing  to accept tha t result, if it was forced 
down our throa ts, but I do not suppose the result would be to make 
the United Nations a more endearing instrument for settling the 
world’s problems, or  for influencing resul ts in a reasonable way.

It  is possible tha t would not be what  such a settlement would entail, 
but a coalition is, so to speak, giving up a substantial  part  of the power 
which we legitimately can exercise, and which we m ight  be reluctant 
to delegate. I  think the Panam a Canal is an almost even more arguable 
question.

If  we should decide to le t the interna tional  community, apart  from 
us, ourselves, decide how the question of jurisd iction  should develop, 
and what role, i f any, the United States should have, we are simply
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abandoning legitimate areas of interest  and responsibility. I would think this, quite legitimately, could arouse opposition on the Hill.You might call this  blind opposition, but I think there would be an understandable reluctance to accept th is as a reasonable procedure.Mr. Katzenbach. I  agree with what you say, Congressman, tha t i t is true, and it is very, very difficult to understand why other countries do not always readily agree th at the  United States, we believe strongly, the position is the r ight position, but the fact of the  matter is the Soviet Union and France have strong  feelings, despite what the Int ernational  Court of Justice  has said, about peacekeeping.. I,th ink  they would be willing to help in a resolution of the  United Nations' financial difficulties, if we did not cram tha t down their throats.
Mr. F reltxgth ykex. The proof of the pudding is in the eating.I do not know how much cramming  down throats there has been butit has not gone down very far.
Mr. K atzenback. So I  wonder what our  power is tha t we are giving up.
The power is making them agree to  that, and I do not think we are giving up a great deal, because I  do not know where that  power is.It  was not around the State Department when I was there.Mr. F relinghuysen. I  hope it does not take another 6 years beforewe have a move in the right  direction.I  should think the financial problem is increasingly critical.Mr. Katzenbach. It  will not be able to meet its payroll  in the future.The Congo alone, looked at from the U.S. viewpoint, is worth tha t whole debt.
Mr. F relinghuysen. I would like to ask Mr. De Palm a one question about the possibility of utilizing the United Nations with respect to disaster relief.
I am just  back from Pakistan and Ind ia, and I  have strong views on that situation .
One of the major bright notes, it seems to me, is the  fact tha t there is a United Nations presence in East Pakistan.I get the  impression tha t they are there because of some quiet urging  by us that  this would be a reasonable role for the United Nations to play.
Would you care to comment on the nature of tha t operation ?Mr. De Palma. I would be very glad to.This  happens to be a perfect illustration  of a situation where we have taken a strong initiative.
The Secretary General is to be commended for having put the United Nations in the business of relief, especially since the United  Nations had  not acted in any way to give him a mandate to ac t on the  India- Pak istan crisis.
Nevertheless, he saw th at need and tried to meet it, but it was the United S tates which really put the muscle into the effort.I  thin k you will recall that the Secretary went to New York and had a discussion with  the Secretary  General.These were public, not private, quiet efforts.We made it  clear we supported  what he was doing and we got others to contribute , too.



We th ink we are doing more than our proport ionate share in fund
ing the United Nations ’ relief effort. We attach  grea t importance to 
that effort, not only for its humanitarian value, but because it can 
provide a basis for the other things  tha t will have to be done, to get 
a proper resolution of that  problem. Inciden tally, as far  as United 
Nations disaster relief operations are concerned, we have long felt tha t 
the United Nations has to be much better organized to deal with  these 
situations.

Each one comes as a crisis, and the United Nations improvises. Some 
of the results have been rather  inefficient and not terr ibly  effective, and 
it is fo r tha t reason th at the United States proposed in the Economic 
and Social Council tha t the United  Nations appoin t a disaster relief 
coordinator, with power to  supervise and direct the operations of the 
whole United Nations system, including the specialized agencies, 
in providing relief  assistance when help is requested by individual 
countries.

The Council adopted the  proposal, which is now before the General 
Assembly. We expect it will be endorsed there and for the first time 
the United Nations will have an organization in being to coordinate 
these efforts.

Mr. Frelinghuysex. I  am glad to hear what you say, Mr. De 
Palma, for I, too, attach a great importance to the United Nations 
effort in East Pakistan.

I do not suppose the American people realize we have already 
contributed about $154 million to humanitarian relief in Eas t Pak
istan alone, not to mention about $90 million to India for refugee 
relief.

The sad part is t ha t only $21 million comes from all other outside 
sources for relief efforts in Eas t Pakistan. This help can only be con
sidered an effort which is above the political  situation. It  is an effort 
to do something about the emergency conditions which presently exist, 
and about the real threat of famine which s till persists. This kind of 
imbalance in suppo rt for relief  seems to be typica l of too many of 
these operations.

I t is t rue tha t the United States could run the United Nations out 
of its back pocket, financially speaking, but one of the reasons the 
United Nations is not more effective is tha t there is not more wide
spread unders tanding and automatic support for  doing obvious things.

Perh aps an educational effort will be needed, and perhaps we should 
not be unduly pessimistic.

What I am saying, when we have a major leadership  role, there  is 
quite understandably a reluctance on the pa rt of Congress to be overly 
generous, because it  may mean a takeover of the entire responsibility . 
Also there  may be an unwill ingness on the part of o thers to help, be
cause Uncle Sam has shown a willingness to foot the bill. I see an 
opportuni ty to be helpful, but also danger.

The President said $250 million more is needed immediately and 
perhaps even more substan tial money down the road.

This needs to be a cooperative effort, and to the extent it is not, I 
think it weakens the basic justification for an in terna tional organiza
tion as an effective weapon.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Bingham.
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Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ambassador Lodge, Mr. Katzenbach, Mr. De Palma, I want to welcome you here, and I think  both of the Panels have contributed greatly to this  subject.
I would like to turn to the  problem of the  so-called Chinese representation problem.
Some Members of the Congress have been suggesting of recent days tha t if the Republic of China is expelled from the United Nations, the United  States fails in its efforts to keep i t in, that  the United States should reduce its level of contributions to the United Nations. What is your comment on tha t ?
Ambassador Lodge. I would like to see which contributions they would reduce.
I think  i t is very difficult to reduce our contributions to the United Nations without hurt ing ourselves, too, because we are involved in all of these programs.
We believe in a lot of them, and  I  think you would cut off your nose to spite your face if you did that.
Also, in my 7 years at the United Nations, I learned tha t they do not respond to threats very willingly, but if we were to attempt  to do something of tha t kind, it would create ill will against us, and I think we would feel it long beyond the settlement of the China question.Mr. Bingham. Mr. Katzenbach ?
Nfr. Katzenbach. I agree with what Ambassador Lodge had to say.
I am sure the statement was made out of great feeling of the importance of the Republic o f China continuing to be seated.I would say its effect is probably to make th at job a very difficult job, infinitely more difficult.
Ambassador Lodge. Could I make a comment. Mr. Frelinghuvsen remarked about the United Nations being in atrophy. I think  it is very nearly  atrophied now in some respects, and durin g the years, 1953 to 1960, while I was there, it  was not atrophied, because you could get a two-thi rds vote to go in and put  the U nited Nations Emergency Force in the Gaza Str ip, and in other places, and you could do things about the Congo.
Now I am told you could not possibly get a two-thirds vote for anything tha t is innovative or constructive.
My hope for the future of the United Nations is t hat  if you have got both Chinas in there, if you get  both Germanys in there, you do not necessarily need to exclude North  and South Korea and North and South Vietnam and Switzerland, but include them all, and let’s get them in there, the United Nations will become a very important place, and who knows, it  may be possible with tha t new lineup, to get a two-thirds vote, and the United  Nations will once again become what diplomats call a “power fact,” and I agree, i t is not tha t today, but tha t T think is a very real hope.
Mr. Bingham. Secre tary De Palma, there have been reports in the press that  Ambassador Bush, in his efforts to persuade nations to support, the U.S. position with  regard to  the Republic of  China , has suggested th at if the Republic of China is expelled, the support of the Congress of the United States may be diminished.
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I would like to know i f tha t is the American position, and if tha t 
kind of th reatening a ttitude has been maintained by the U.S. delega
tion to the United Nations ?

Mr. De P alma. All of us working a round the United  Nations share 
the views expressed here tha t th at k ind of a ttitu de is not really helpful  
in these circumstances. I can assure you tha t no thre at of tha t kind 
is lacing made.

The fact remains, however, t hat  i f th is is the attitude  th at is fel t in 
the Congress, it is a fact of life with which we all have to reckon. 
However, we are not using this threat as part of our argumentation 
for the  position on Chinese representation which we have proposed.

Mr. Bingham. I am glad to hear you say that.
I would like to say tha t nobody can speak for the Congress in this 

matter, neithe r Senator Buckley, nor Senator  Taf t. They do not 
know how the Congress would react to this matter.

There are many Members of the Congress, and I would ven ture to 
say. a majori ty who feel tha t i f we lose this battle, we still have to stay 
with the United  Nations, and we still have to mainta in our supp ort 
for it. It  certainly is not true  however, as has been suggested, tha t 
these two gentlemen speak in any way for the Congress.

I  would like to pursue this question just for a moment with Mr. 
Katzenbach.

I  gathe r th at you had some doubts  about the reali ty of the Ameri
can position. I wonder i f you would agree with me, tha t part of the 
trouble  with our position was tha t we were try ing  to save a seat for 
the Republic of China, which certain ly claims to represent  all the 
people of China, not jus t the people on Taiwan.  I t was suggested that 
if we would try  to keep a seat just  for  a government represen ting 
Taiwan, and look fo r a determination for  the future of Taiwan, tha t 
would have been a wholly different proposition.

Mr. Katzenbach. I  thin k it would have helped. I  do not thin k it 
would have.solved the problem, as fa r as either of the two govern
ments of China are concerned.

Mv concern, and I  think it was the concern of the Panel, we thought 
the Republic of China has been a good member of the United Nations, 
and it does effectively govern in Taiwan, and as pa rt of the principle 
of universality, we though t it should have a membership along the 
lines we are talking about.

The Panel also felt tha t the matter of primary importance is the 
admission of the People ’s Republic of China, and we have to stress 
the prim ary importance , because too many doubt tha t it would be 
possible to achieve another result.

I  am concerned th at if we were to be successful, as with the Ameri
can proposal, the result would be tha t the People’s Republic will not 
come into the United  Nations, not this  year, but  at this  time next 
year, the United States will e ither lose on tha t position, or change its position.

I do not really think as a practica l matter , nor do I  really thin k I 
am sympathetic with the views you state. I suppose it is tota lly unac
ceptable to the Republic of China, and probably equally unaccept
able to the People’s Republic, so I  am not sure if  that is a winner argument.
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Mr. B ing ham. A re we to be bound  by wh at both gover nm ent s who 
claim to  repre sen t C hina a re saying.

We  also have to bear in mind the people,  the 11 or  12 m illion peo
ple  who are  Taiwanese. I am con cern ed th at the Se cretary’s sta tem ent 
the  othe r day at  the  Un ite d Na tio ns  seemed  to  ad op t the pos ition of 
both Chinese  gov ernments , th at  Ta iw an  is an in tegral  part  o f China , 
and I th in k some day we may  come to th at  pos ition.

It  is n ot  a n in teg ral part  of Ch ina  and sho uld  not be d isregard ed.
Mr. K atzenbacii. I do not dis agree  with wh at you are  saying.
I wou ld emphasi ze, as un ha pp y as it mi gh t be, th at  t he  R epu blic  of 

Ch ina  w as no t in some capacit y there , t hat  the im po rta nt  t hi ng  in t he 
po int  of  view of  the  Un ited Na tions  Pa ne l Associatio n was th at  the  
People's  Rep ubl ic sho uld  be a memb er of the Un ite d Na tions,  and  it 
should ho ld a seat  in the  Se cu rit y Council and in the Gen eral  
Assembly.

Mr. De P alma. I  wonde r if I may  tak e up one point . I  believe t hat  
is a m isreadin g of  wh at t he  Se cre tar y said.

We have in fact  been very ca refu l not  to take  a posit ion  on th at  
issue.

The pro posal  we ha ve made has  not asked the Assembly to t ake  any 
position on the  issue of the  resp ect ive  claims of  ei ther  pa rty , or on 
wh eth er the re  is one Ch ina  or  two Chinas .

We delibera tely sou ght  to avo id pos ing  th at issue. We  wa nt the  
U.N . to dea l wi th the  prac tic al fac t th at  there are  two  governm ents . 
We ho ld th at  would be be tte r fo r peace in the  area  fo r the  Un ited 
Na tio ns  to ado pt a proposal which wou ld hav e t he  effect of prov idi ng  
fo r both  to be represented.

Mr.  B ing ham. T am gla d to he ar  you say  th at , b ut  I  read the Sec re
ta ry ’s speech car efu lly . While he did  emphasize  th at  the re were 
13 mil lion  people  on the  isla nd of Ta iw an  in par ts  o f his speech, and  
pa rt icul ar ly  as with  refe rence to the name of  the Governm ent of the  
Republic o f China , i t implied  he  was reco gnizing t hat  the Gov ernment 
claims t o re pre sen t, not on ly t he  peo ple of F orm osa , bu t a lso th e people 
on ma inl and China.

I t seems th at  is the  essent ial flaw in ou r pos ition. You  cannot have 
two gov ernments  in th e Or ga niza tio n who claim  to rep res en t—who  
have confli cting claims—to rep res ent th e same people.

Mr.  B e P alma. Tha t is no t a factor  in ou r p osit ion . We  are  d eal ing  
with  the  simple real ity  o f the  exis tence of  th e two  governments .

We. are  ur ging  t he Un ite d Na tio ns  not  t o get  involve d in tryi ng  to 
ad jud icate  between the two  c laim s, bu t s imply  to  deal wi th the  r ea lity 
of the s ituation .

Mr. F raser. Mr. Bellum s.
Mr . B ellums. Mr.  Ch air man , I  join  in welcoming t he  d ist ing uis hed 

pan el.
T ap prec iat e the  desire of  yo ur  Commiss ions to avo id discussion  of 

politi ca l merits , and deme rits of  the Vietnam  question. How ever, I  
find  th e r eferenc es to V ietn am u nsati sfa cto ry.

In  yo ur  desi re to  mak e mul til aterali sm  look  rea lis tic , the  Com mis
sion seems to  imply  t he  U ni ted  Nations wou ld merely  he a m ore effec
tiv e way of  a cco mplish ing  o ur  poli tical objectives in Vie tnam.
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Th is  le ads  to  several questions, one o f w hich I wou ld like  to  ask Mr . 
Ka tze nbach, an d th at  is, wh at exact ly is peacekeep ing , and  does th at  
describe what  we are doin g in  South eas t Asia  ?

Mr. K atzenbach. I  th in k peacekeep ing is so me thing  wh ich p rev ents 
war  from breaking  out , or  at least min imizes  a dangero us situa tio n.

Th e purpo se of  pea cek eep ing  is to at tempt  t o establish ord er,  to es
tabl ish  it  quickly, an d to preven t a conflict from breaking  ou t in the 
area.

Tha t is the concept in th e Un ite d Na tions Cha rte r, the concept in 
peacekeep ing  o perat ion s.

T hat  h as not alw ays  been tru e. In  Ko rea , I suppose as a peacekeep
ing opera tion, th at was  a pre tty expensive peacekeep ing  o pe ratio n in 
volving  a good ma ny  lives th at  were  lost , a good  many mi llio ns of 
do lla rs th at  w ere spe nt.

Tha t did  end  up  in a resolu tion, a sit ua tio n not to ta lly  sa tis factory 
to pe rhap s any one , bu t a sit ua tio n which has  rem ained rel ati ve ly 
peaceful since the  end of th at  op era tion.

W ith respec t to Vietn am , as it is now, I  do not th in k it is a peace
keeping  o perat ion .

I  th in k it  was well int entioned at  th e out set , and I th ink the  hope  a t 
the out set  was th at it wou ld not be an yt hi ng  like  the  size of Ko rea , 
bu t as it  has  wor ked  out , I  th in k it is very difficult to describe  as a 
peacekeep ing  opera tio n, in  view of  t he  hug e loss of  l ife , and  the  fact  
th a t the issue is, in my judg men t, as unreso lved tod ay  as i t was 6 o r 7 
ye ars  ago. des pite th e loss of  l ife , I  wou ld no t say th at  is a  peace keep
ing  operatio n.

Mr. Dellums. Tha nk  you.
Mr.  Lodge , exact ly whi ch of  ou r objectives  in Vietn am  could  have 

been be tte r acco mplished th ro ug h Uni ted Na tions acti on ? W ere  these 
the objectives th a t ac tual ly  mo tivate d the U.S . pol icy in Vie tnam ? 
An d wha t happ ens when ou r politi ca l aim s are  e ssentially inc om pa ti
ble w ith  Un ite d Na tio ns  inv olvement  ?

I  am now askin g these q ues tion s, because y our Commission made es
senti all y the  same sort of  s tatem ents on t hi s issue as M r. Ka tze nb ach’s 
Commiss ion.

Am bassa dor L odge. T think  it  is a very p ro pe r question .
My  view was tha t wh at we were  d oin g in Vie tnam,  a t the  beg inn ing 

there in  1963 an d 1964, was in keeping  wi th the lan guage of  the 
ch ar ter, and I  am qu ot ing fro m mem ory, whi ch pu ts down as one of  
the pr im e purpo ses  of  the Un ite d Nations,  the “suppressio n of  acts  
of  aggress ion .”

A t th at tim e we th ou gh t, an d I  t ho ug h,  th at  there was agg ression.
F ir st  i t w as a c ove rt agg ression, and t he n i t was an  ov ert  agg ression, 

an d it  was  i n th at sp ir it  th a t I  understood th at  t he  act ion  was taken . 
Th en  o f course , as eve ryb ody knows, the cost  o f t he  e nterpr ise  became  
unbeara ble  in  ma ny, many ways—in  huma n life , and in dis tre ss here 
in  th is  cou ntry. I t  b ecam e obvious th at  t he  w hole operat ion  s hould  be 
ter minated , bu t at  the  be gin nin g, I th in k it  came u nd er  that pro vis ion  
of  th e Un ite d Na tio ns  C ha rte r.

No action had been taken officially, I do not mean legally, but in 
spiri t, I  think that is  what was attempted.
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Air. Dellums. Mr. Katzenbach, is m ultilateralism merely a way of 
avoiding political embarrassments of bilate ral involvement?

Mr. Katzenbach. I thin k it helps a good deal, i f it is not our own 
unilateral decision. I thin k if this  is something which a number of 
positions are involved, a position which a number of states share, and 
one in which they continue to participate, I thin k the chances of 
making errors, and of t aking the consequences of those erro rs is con
siderably less.

I thin k you also sacrifice your own ab ility to do it exactly the way 
you want it, but I do not thin k the United States has that kind of 
ability  in  the  world today, to  make the  rest of the world shape up and 
do the kind of th ings tha t we would like them to do.

I thin k we have to work through political processes abroad, just as 
we work throu gh political processes here in the Congress, the execu
tive, and in the States, and so forth, not always getting everything 
everybody wants, but aiming for some kind of consensus, which I do 
not regard as a dirty word at all, some kind of agreement, tha t this 
is what should or should not be done.

Mr. Dellums. I have one other question, Mr. Chairman.
T would like to go back to a topic opened by the chairman, Mr. 

Fraser, rega rding the whole question of sanctions.
Could the Secretary General cal l upon member governments to take 

over sanction breakers, th at is ships which have violated the sanctions, 
and once they have reached the ir destination—impound them, and 
confiscate the ir cargoes? Would the United States support such a 
policy ?

Mr. DeP alma. Congressman Dellums, I  would like to respond to 
the last pa rt first.

I  fran kly  do not know whether  we would be prepared  to support 
such a policy because I  do not know how pract ical it would be.

I  think  in theory the Council could take such action; however, I  
have a feeling if  the mat ter were pu t to the Council, the question 
would not be resolved in that  way.

Mr. Dellums. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Mr. F indley?
Mr. F indley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Katzenbach, one of the things that has troubled me very, very 

much in  recent years is the fact that the judicial  arm of the United 
Nations, the Internat iona l Court of Justice , has just about ceased to 
exist as a  functioning organism, and I  am inclined to thin k tha t the 
present administration has done about as much as its predecessor in 
attempting  to get the disputes before the IC J.

You served as Un der Secretary of State, and as Attorney General 
in the previous administration.

Looking back on your  experience, what would you have done differ
ently to have made the IC J a more effective inst rument of peace?

Mr. K atzenbach. I  think it is very difficult to accomplish what 
you would like.

I  think i t is difficult for  these reasons, I  think governments are very 
reluc tant to submit disputes which have a h igh political  content to a 
judicia l body where it  becomes the  resolution, essentially, of political 
disputes.
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We have come to accept a certain amount of tha t with our own 
Supreme Court, although sometimes there are those who thin k it has 
gone too far, and should more strict ly construe the law.

Mr. F indley. They do not seem to put the  lesser legal issues before 
the Court either.

Mr. Katzenbach. I  think that is right , and it is basically because 
we always th ink we can resolve these issues more easily throu gh some 
political channel and more to our satisfaction.

So I  th ink  it is safe to say, even on a lesser issue, we feel we can do 
it ourselves.

I  think there are things tha t could be submitted to  the Court, and I 
thin k we should at least make the effort to submit things.

Well, as far  as the United States is concerned. I  would th ink tha t 
there were issues with respect to treatment of U.S. property. U.S. 
nationals abroad, that  we should be willing to submit to the Court, 
if the other  country involved is also willing to accept th at judgment .

I think we could make more use of it.
Mr. F indley. Why is it , when you were in a position of authority, 

what kept the Court from being a busy place ?
Mr. Katzenbach. I thin k the honest answer to tha t is probably 

because so many other issues came up, th at had pr iori ty and took time, 
and I thin k if the Court is to be made effective, it is probably going 
to be made effective because of some fair ly concrete proposals tha t 
are made, and that these get some support, and governments have to 
pay some attention.

Now. I  really doubt tha t making the Court more effective is very 
high  on the prior ities tha t the State Department now has, but it was 
not very high  at  the time I was there. Even though everybody thought  
it was a good idea, nobody did much about it.

Mr. F indley. I s there anything  about the organization, the struc 
ture,  the  statute, that needs to be changed, in order to make the Court 
bette r ?

Mr. Katzenbach. I think it is basically the attitude of the member 
governments.

Secretary Rogers has a useful suggestion that,  perhaps, takes some 
of the political difficulties out of having judges from states not in
volved, or the region not involved decide, it will help to make it  more 
politica lly acceptable.

Mr. F indley. Actually  that  is permitted under the statu te now?
Mr. Katzenbach. Yes.
Mr. F indley. Back in 1968, I  believe it was, I suggested giving the 

IC J quite a let ter of assignment.
I proposed our Government seek to place before the Court the funda

mental issues involved in the Vietnam war, and there a re some pretty 
fundamental issues. A letter eventually came back to me sta ting  tha t 
the issues there were primarily  political, not legal.

Tha t was the justification for not pursu ing this course of action.
As you look back, is that  a valid approach to the proposal?
Was it simply impractical to attempt to even place the great legal 

issues in Vietnam before the Court ?
Tha t could have been a way out for all parties , a face-saving way 

out for all part ies.
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Mr. K atzenbach. I would th in k it would be very  difficult under 
the  c ircumstances .

I do not suppose the  Gover nm ent  of No rth  Vietn am , no t being a 
member of the Un ite d Nation s, wou ld have accepted an adjud ica tio n 
by the C ourt.

Maybe I am just making  excuses when I say  th at . I  rea lly  doubt 
th at  an y admi nis tra tio n, havin g mad e u p its  mind,  r ight ly  o r w rongly, 
about what it  fel t was an issue, as to the importance of  Vie tnam, 
would  lx* wil ling  to subm it th at  issue, to a bind ing  judgme nt,  of an oth er body.

I  th in k the re would be treme ndous reluctan ce. Of  course, one of 
the  reasons  the  Co urt has not  done more  because the U.S . Govern
ments ’ own at tit ud e has not  h elped th at , and t he  effect of ou r a do pti ng  
the Connally ame ndm ent was to get eve rybody  to adop t that  device 
so nobody is wi llin g to subm it any issue to the  C ou rt th at  they  reg ard as an in ter na l m att er  as f a r as th ey  are conerned.

Mr. F indley. Tha nk  you,  Mr. Ch air ma n.
Mr. F raser. As you notice, we have a quo rum  cal l, and th is has 

caused some of our  membership  to dis appear,  bu t I  th in k some will be back.
Could I ju st followu p on th at  l as t question , M r. Ka tze nbach ?
Would you fa vo r the  repeal  of the  Connally am end ment ?
Mr. K atzenbach. Ye s; the  Pa ne l does fav or  th at  repeal.
We also sugges t fu rthe r,  if there  is any  chance, and I wou ld say we 

will agre e, and  th e oth er sta tes  involved  agree, to sub mit any  i nt er pr eta tio n or  dis pu te abo ut the in te rp re ta tio n of any  resolu tion or any  
bin din g ac tion  of the S ecuri ty C ouncil t o the Court.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Secre tary. I wou ld like to go back  t o the points on 
which Mr. F rel ing huysen  questioned you co nce rning C hinese  repre sen tat ion .

Th is is fo r my own cla rificat ion , bu t as I  un de rst an d the sta tus  of 
the  m at te r in New York,  the re are  two  delega tion s, two  governm ents , 
each cla iming  to rep resent  China . I un de rst an d the  problem to be 
essent ial ly a mat ter of creden tia ls:  th at  is to say , when you have two com pet ing  govern ments,  each cla im ing  to  govern  Chin a, th at wha t the  
General  Assembly has  to  do is resolve which one is the rig ht fu l possessor, which one has the bes t claim .

Am I  wrong in iden tif ying  the  issue in  those term s?
Mr. D e P alma. No, Mr . Ch air ma n, you are  n ot  wro ng,  in the  sense 

th at  it is obviously  the  view tak en hv man y mem bers , and I  guess I 
could say  a major ity  of th e members.

We have tri ed  to po in t ou t th a t th at  is real ly no t facing  the actual fac ts in  the s ituation.
Regar dle ss of  t he  resp ective claims of  the two entiti es,  you do have 

a gove rnm ent  for the  R epu blic  of  C hina, which has  been in being, for 
some 26 years.

I t  is l ike ly to be there  fo r the  foreseeable fu tur e. The ma inland gov
ern me nt obviously does not  rep res ent the  peop le on Ta iwan, and  we 
are  asking th e Assembly to deal wi th the  s itu ati on  in a pract ica l wa y: 
th at  is, to make it poss ible  f or  b oth  to sit  in the Asse mbly so t ha t the 
prob lem can be tackl ed in an ev olu tio nary way.

We are  t ry in g to point  out th at  a decision which result s in expellin g 
the  Gov ernment of the Republic of  China  wou ld no t contr ibu te to  a 
resolu tion  of the  prob lem. In  fac t, it  could he igh ten  tension in the
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area;  it could bring  about a situation in which the claim of Peking  
would appear to be re inforced  by the United  Nations and I do not 
know what the consequences of that could be. So we have asked the 
Assembly to deal with the practical rea lity, and not with  the respective 
claims.

We are not trying to settle those in the Assembly. The Assembly is 
not a court of law. It  is a political body. I t ought  to tr y to have in its  
membership the governments which are governing the peoples of the 
world.

Mr. Fraser. If  the contest is f or a China seating, tha t is, there is 
only one China seat in the United Nations, here you have 97 percent 
of the popula tion under the Peking Government, and between 3 and 
4 percent controlled by the Nationalist Government, but both assert
ing to be the rightful possessor of tha t seat, my impression is tha t 
the United States has taken a very impractical position. I f one wants 
to move beyond what seems to be a ra the r simple legal question of who 
has the rig htful claim to one seat, it seems to me that the United States 
is being quite impractical because, if  we prevail, the result will be no 
change at all in view of the fact  th at the People’s Republic has taken 
the position tha t as the rightful owner of the one seat, they are not 
going to sit unless tha t right is recognized. And it seems to me that 
the issue before the United Nations is: does Peking have a superior 
claim ?

Mr. De P alma. I t hink no one rea lly knows what Peking would do.
We know what they have said in the past, and they seem to show 

the same capacity for changing their minds as other governments do.
In our own proposal, we have recommended tha t the Security Coun

cil seat for China be held  by  the representatives of the People’s Re
public of China.

That seems to be the real ity of th e s ituation,  and we are wil ling to 
face it, but we think i t is equally  realistic to acknowledge the fac t that 
there are 14 million people who are not governed by the People’s Re
public of China, and who also should be represented in the United  
Nations.

Mr. F raser. I  agree tha t Taiwan ought to be represented, but I 
would suppose tha t what  is at issue now is the question of who has 
the China seat. It  is the People’s Republic of China tha t clearly has 
the best claim, and if Taiwan is to be admitted,  as I  hope i t would be, 
it should do so as a separate  government applying for admission as a 
new member. I  gather what  we are trying to do is in effect brin g in or 
create another seat that does not now exist.

Mr. P e P alma. If  that  were an option, I am sure it would have 
been acted on by our Government or bv some other  government.

The main fact is there  is no way to bring in  the Republic of China, 
under any name, as a separate member.

You realize that if vou get the People’s Republic of China in the 
United Nations, it will sit in the Security  Council. It  will then have 
a veto on membership in the U.N.

I t will not vote to admit an ent ity called Taiwan or whatever.
There is no other option for keeping in the Republic of China. I 

thin k we are try ing  to deal with the situation in the only fai r and 
just and practical way th at is possible at the present time.
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Now. if you want to be purely legalistic, and I use the word advisedly, you can find all kinds of legal obstacles, but they would all result in ignoring the fact there are these people in the Republic of China who would not be represented if  you simply threw out thei r Government and opened the seat for the Peop le’s Republic.
Mr. Fraser. I would not contest that. It  is true tha t other nations are not now represented in the United Nations.
Mr. K atzenbach. I  just would like to add a word on tha t.What you say, th e proposal you make is obviously the s traight forward way of dealing with the problem, simply deal with the credentials  problem.
I do not think  it is legalistic. I  think tha t is the straightforward way to deal with it.
Let me say in support  of Mr. De Palma, the  United  States  has never dealt wi th the problem in that  way, nor has the other side.
The Albanian resolution, which has been up there since time immemorial, has a lways said, we are going to  recognize the People’s Republic, and we are going to kick out the Republic of China.
Now, under your  proposal, there is no kicking out. I t is simply a credentials matte r, who represents the Republic of China, and tha t is the end of it, and i f anybody else wants to be in the re, they better find somebody they represent, and go throug h the procedure  of admission.I am sure that Mr. De Palm a is ri ght  in saying that if you followed that rule, you would not get in in the immediate future, the Republic of China or Ta iwan being admitted to the United Nations.
My only disagreement is, while he says the People’s Republic of China may change the ir mind, I do not think that anybody deep down really believes that .
Mr. F raser. Ju st one other  question on this, for  my own understanding.
I understand tha t part of our problem is tha t the Albanian resolution will be voted on first. What would we have had to do in order tha t our position, aimed at retaining Taiwan, would come up first for consideration in the General Assembly?
Mr. D e P alma. There is not much of anything we could have done.The Albanian proposal has been up for years. I t is sort of a standing proposal, and it represented the views last year of a bare major ity of the Assembly. Therefore, it  is clear tha t there are the votes to press that proposal above any other, and assure it would get on first. We made no effort to beat them to the punch. W hat we are doing instead is to say we should vote first on the question of what  kind of a major ity is needed fo r the  proposal which has the  effect of expelling  or depriving of its representation the Republic of China. We are saying tha t such a resolution should in the spirit of the Cha rter  require a two- thirds majority , and, therefore, we expect the important  question resolution, as we call it, to be put to a vote first. Then I would expect that the  Albanian resolution will come to a vote, and if  that is defeated for  lack of a two-thirds majo rity, then there would be an opportunity to vote on our dual representation resolution.
Mr. Fraser. I  would have thought i t more useful from our point of view to have our resolution voted on first.
Mr. De Palma. It  would, and if  we could, we would do it tha t way.
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Mr. K atzenbacii. I think we would have to have had proposed it 
19 years ago to accomplish that.

Mr. F raser. Does a proposal submitted in a prior session carry over? 
Mr. Katzenbach. No, sir;  I was merely saying this has become 

almost a standing proposal.
Mr. Fraser. I am fam iliar  with that fact.
Mr. De Palma. No; it does not have prio rity because it was there 

last year.
Mr. F raser. I f we had moved early enough, could we have been Xo. 1 

on the agenda ?
Mr. De P alma. AVe could, although in that  case, there would even 

have been a fight on the floor.
The Assembly can decide under  the rules to take the proposals in 

the order  submitted, unless the Assembly decides otherwise.
I thin k the situation is such tha t the votes probably were there to 

have taken a decision to take the other one up first, and we had to take 
tha t into account too.

Mr. Fraser. Where do we stand now on the number of votes?
Mr. De P alma. It  is a real horserace, Mr. Chairman.
I think it is very close. We th ink we have a decent prospect for win

ning on the issue, but I cannot say as of now we have a certainty.
I do not th ink anyone is in a position to pred ict the actual vote right 

now.
There are too many governments which are still  sitt ing on the fence.
Mr. B ingham. Air. Chairman, on this point. Air. De Palma, assum

ing, if we are successful, we will then have the People’s Republic of 
China and the Republic of China, both as members of  the General 
Assembly.

AVliat will our rationale then be for saying the Security Council 
seat should go to the People’s Republic of China, in view of the fact 
tha t the Charter names the Republic of  China, as being the permanent 
member of the Security Council by tha t name ?

Air. De P alma. XVell, our rationa le is really based on acceptance of 
the fact that, a large  m ajority of the  governments, and we have ascer
tained  this  through some very extensive consultations, are firmly of 
the view that the seat fo r China in the Security Council should be held 
by the People’s Republic of China.

There is no ge tting around the fact tha t the votes are there to make 
tha t proposition good.

It  seems to be in accord with  the  realities of the situation.
As for the name in the Char ter, we do not really attach  much sig

nificance to that.
I admit tha t if the  k ind of solution we have proposed is adopted by 

the Assembly, it  would be right and proper to follow it up in due time 
with a consequential amendment of the Charter to get the name 
changed, but this does not seem to be determining in any way a t the 
present time.

The name happens to be the name of the government which was rep
resenting China at the time the Charter was adopted. Othe r govern
ments have changed the ir names without having to go through any 
procedures in the General Assembly.

All tha t happens in the General Assembly is that  the name plate is 
changed.

69 -6 11— 71 -  -6
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Mr. Bingham. I can see the validi ty of tha t argument,  if you take the position that  the whole representa tion for that government changes. But in view of the position you have taken, China, that is the Republic of China, is st ill entitled to membership. It  seems to me it is a very embarrassing situation to say they have to give up the  Security Council seat, particularly  in view t ha t the name of the Republic of China was deliberately chosen in 1945, because a t th at time there was a Communist government claiming control over a considerable par t of China, and I imagine t ha t was a very deliberate intention, to say tha t the seat belongs to a government by the name of the Republic of Ch ina ; however, I will not press the point.
1 guess it is the position of the United States that  we are going to prevail, and we will not be confronted with th at part icular embarrassment.
1 would like to ask some questions on some other matters.Mr. Katzenbach, I was very much impressed with your Panel report, and as a former representa tive to the Economic and Social Council, I am particularly del ighted by your recommendations.I am sorry tha t a matte r which I consider to  be of first-rank  importance in terms of the building of a world; namely, the control of the seabeds beyond the Continental  Shelf, is only just barely mentioned. There is no strong recommendation that it should l)e a matter for international control, and potentially a m atter of very great usefulness to the United Nations, and as a source of financial support. Was there some reason for the Panel’s not considering that matter very closely ?
Mr. Katzenbach. The only reason, Congressman, is not because any members of the Panel did not think it was impor tant, but simply because there  were many issues of this kind, tha t we were simply unable to take up, and still get a repor t out.
We were concerned, for this is a very important session of the General Assembly, to get a report out before the end of that session.Its omission does not mean the  Panel or the members o f the Panel did not thin k it was important.
Narcotics is another matter, which we thought had importance. But we did feel tha t concentrating to some extent on procedures, we would be able in that wav to strengthen the substance of what might be done.Air. Bingham. I do not know if you have been able to study the proposals submitted by the administration  in this regard, some of the conflicting views presented, part icularly  in the reports  submitted by the Committee on Inte rior , or the Subcommittee on Inte rior of the Senate. But would you care to s tate your general views about the sig- ificance of this area, as one where we could go toward a greater degree of international  anarchy, or a greate r degree of internal control.Mr. Katzenbach. I  th ink really tha t is a very good statement of the problem.
I think  there are resources clearly in the seabeds, and a failure  to deal with this international ly is going to inevitably result in a group of conflicting national claims, so I would think that in a sense you would try  to deal with it international ly, although T have some sympathy with those try ing to deal with it interna tional ly, since “t is not an easy problem to get an agreement on.
So much goes by default, the failure to achieve an agreement inter nationa lly does mean that it almost inevitably terminates in part ial
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solutions tha t are taken, and probably the problem becomes complex 
as time goes along.

Mr. B ingham. Is the position outlined by the President at one time 
in submit ting the proposed trea ty still the position of the adminis
tration ?

Mr. De P alma. We have not backed away at all f rom the basic pro
posal, or from our desire to achieve an agreement in tha t framework.

Naturally,  we aiv going to  have to take into account the negotiated 
situation, as Mr. Katzenbach said.

I myself have never seen an issue as difficult as this to resolve. with 
so many conflicting pressures, coming from so many different quar 
ters. As you know, even in our own country it is difficult to put to
gether a concerted position. So it will be necessary to take in to account 
the negot iating prospects. We will want to make such adjustments as 
are absolutely necessary to get the  support we need to reach an agree
ment, but without sacrificing the principles.

We have not changed our view at all on the basic principles em
bodied in that d raf t treaty.

Mr. Bingham. I have this one last question. In your statement, on 
page 20, Mr. De Palma, you refer red to two new standing committees 
you proposed to reconcile.

I am puzzled as to the rationale for the par ticu lar division of the 
responsibility that  you outlined there. Review and appraisal of the 
second development decade seems to me to involve innumerable ways 
to the question of application of science and technology.

I do not know how you can make tha t division of labor work.
Can vou spell that  out for  me ?
Mr. De Palma. The division exists now; we have separate entities 

dealing with these questions.
They are of course also dealt with together in various forms.
What we are t ryin g to do here is to take the only step we found open 

to us toward a more effective Economic and Social Council.
We have felt tha t there is a strong  need for a central coordinating 

mechanism in the United  Nations to deal with science-related issues.
Quite frankly, we would like to have gone beyond this.
We have been unable to get support, and we have had to make th is 

kind of compromise, which would at least have a committee in being, 
which would deal with all of these science-related questions and the 
ap pli ca tio n of  science and technology to development.

Obviously, its work will relate to the work of the United Nations 
Development Program and others but we think it is useful to have a 
science body, which could be a focus for attention  bv experts, rath er 
than have this issue dealt with in passing by other bodies. With re
spect to the committee for review of the progress of the second 
development decade, here again, quite honestly, we have made a com
promise. We think more is needed. Both of the Panels whose reports we 
have before us recommended a more far-reaching measure—a real 
mechanism for appra ising the needs and dealing with the financial 
inputs in a coordinated way.

We are simply not able to get the required degree o f consensus to 
bring that  about. We are moving as fa r as we th ink we can go at this 
stage, at least to get one body where every aspect of development 
during the decade can be looked at periodically. We can then see if



40

th ing s are going  wrong an  whe the r som eth ing  can be done  to  straigh ten them out.
These are prag mati c ad jus tm en ts to wh at we f ind as a real ity  in the Un ited Nat ions.
Mr.  F raser. Mr. Hu ng ate .
Mr. H ungate . F ir st , of all,  I wa nt to than k th is  com mit tee for its cou rtes y to  e xte nd  a n inv ita tio n to  me,  a nd  I am quite impressed with  the  s ta tu re  o f the witnesses.
Mr. Se cre tar y, I  at tr ib ut e the  qu al ity  of the  witnesses to the  fac t th at  Se cretary Roger s and Mr. Ka tze nbach hav e been befo re the Ju di ci ar y Com mitt ee.
Mr. Ka tze nbach, now,  wi th re ga rd  to  Mr.  Fi nd ley's quest ion ing , he inq uir ed  rega rd ing pro ced ure s of  the  In te rn at io na l Co ur t of Justice.
I noti ce th at the  Lodge Com miss ion,  the  Pr es id en t’s Commission, of  course , r efers to  the  pro ced ure s of  the  Court .
Do you agree  wi th some of the rules of  the  In te rn at io na l Court  of Justi ce?
I)o  yo u feel they  a re arc hai c?
Mr.  K atzenbach . I  believe some of  the  procedural rul es in every court  I  have  been in a re archaic.
Yes, some of  the rul es are,  it  mak es it long , draw no ut,  because it rea lly  is pe rfo rm ing so many dif fer ent fun ctions in ter ms  of  fact finding.
Mr. H ungate. I  rea lize  the  quest ion ing  w ould  be more ap prop ria te  to Se cretary Rog ers , bu t do you  con sider the rules to  be archaic?Mr.  K atzenbach. Th ey  have no reall y efficient way of  findin g the  facts.
You have  a very lar ge  c ou rt involved in th is,  and  none of  t he sort s of  pro cedures  th at  we find in ou r jud icial system are  there , bu t fo rge tti ng  the st ipulated  fac ts,  fo rg et tin g panels of the  court  to produce fac ts,  you  do hav e a very long  draw nout pro cedure . Th ere  are long , d rawno ut  argu me nts .
Mr . H ungate. Pro cedures  like d epo sitions  the y do not h ave ?Mr. K atzenbach. Th at  is corre ct.
Mr.  H ungate. I  th ou gh t I  unders too d in your  ear lie r t est imony you said th e U ni ted State s f or  one could make an effort t o make the  U nit ed  Na tions m ore  effective.
Cou ld you name a few  fac ts t hat  could m ake i t s tro ng er  ?
Mr. K atzenbach. I  do not real ly  t hi nk  that  I  can. Th e poi nt th at  I was mak ing , Congressman, was th at  rea lly , whi le the  Un ite d State s could  have a reason able op po rtun ity  of com ma nding  ma jor itie s, both  wi thi n the Security Counc il, an d wi thin the  Gener al Assembly, the  Un ite d States  could tak e mat ters , and has tak en  m atters , to the Security  Council  th at were  hi gh ly  pred ictab le,  th at  a major ity  of  the  Secu rit y Cou nci l wou ld vote wi th  the  Un ite d Sta tes , and the Soviet Un ion  would  veto, bu t it wou ld show how iso late d th e Soviet Union was.
The  resu h of thi s has been in more  than  a decade, it seems to me, the  U ni ted State s has no t been wi lling  to tr y  to make the Un ite d Na tions effect ive, because we h ave  been  conc erned about the comprom ises we would have  to  make. We  have  been concerned  about the  results t ha t would come out from  o ur  poin t of  view . So tha t T thi nk  th at  it  is  re ally
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no t an exaggerat ion  to say , despi te all  of the words  of  prais e fo r the 
Un ite d Na tions,  th e wo rds  that  flow f rom m ost people in  po lit ica l lif e 
on alm ost  eve ry issue, th a t we are  of ten  con cerned  to prev en t the 
Un ite d Na tions fro m do ing  som eth ing  dis as tro us  fro m ou r viewp oin t 
and take steps to deal wi th  the  prob lem outside  o f the  U ni ted Na tions 
framewo rk.

That  was re al ly  the  bac kg roun d a ga inst w hich I  was commentin g.
I  do not  t hi nk  o ther  s ta tes have been pa rt icul ar ly  good in us ing  the  

Un ite d Nations,  an d ind eed , ma ny of  t he  sta tes  have used  the Uni ted 
Na tions, an d are us ing  it  t od ay , fo r th ei r dom estic po liti ca l purposes.

Th is is w hy th e Ge neral  A ssem bly ha s been so ineffective .
Mr. H ungate . W ou ld  it  be fa ir  to stat e th at th e inc rease in micro 

mini sta tes , or  wh atev er  ha s led  to th is  so rt of  pro blem,  co nt rib uted  
to i t?

Mr. K atzenbach. I t  c er ta in ly  has  co ntr ibute d to it,  p lus the  fac t, if 
th e Un ite d Na tio ns  is  n ot  real ly  g oin g to  be  effect ive, it  m ight  ju st  as 
well  be used as a fo rum, to kic k aro un d the Uni ted State s, or  othe r 
im peria lis ts,  ca pi ta lis ts , wh ate ver adjec tive you  wa nt  to use, even 
thou gh  no th ing comes o ut  of i t.

Mr.  H ungate. On th is  issue, p age 3 of th is s tat em ent, it  sa ys:
At the same time, we have written off the remedy to this, tha t is, weighted 

voting, on the equally correct ground tha t a General Assembly numerical ma
jority  would probably never agree to have their  power weakened.

I  won der , when you speak of  t he  dev elopment  of a coa liti on, whe re 
the stimu lat ion  on the vote might  be, could it  be  of  a simple major ity , 
th ree- fo ur ths, four -fi fth s, an d wou ld th is  be also  a way  of  di lu tin g 
vo tin g power?

Mr. K atzenbach. Ab sol ute ly.  Tha t is in a sense one o f t he pur poses  
of  it.

I f  you can not  ge t a forma l ch ar te r amend ment,  which I dou bt very 
much you can  do, alt ho ug h it wou ld be des irab le, we can go in with 
ou r own we igh ted  vo tin g on an issue.

You do no t ha ve to  am end the cha rte r.
Mr . H ungate. We ll, I  recall th at  you are  a staunch fri en d of one 

man, one vote pr inc iple.
1 won dered if  we see a possibil ity  t o ext end  th at  in some way?
Is  it too fa r afie ld to th in k th at  such a t hing , a s interna tio na l vo ting 

reg ist ra tio n,  th a t might  increase the  we igh t of  vo ting, according  to 
the numb er of voters  th at  are  ac tua lly  reg ist ere d in the countrie s, or 
tryi ng  to prov ide  some me tho d like  th at , so th a t the  people hav e a 
dir ec t r ela tio ns hip to  the d elegates in th e Gene ral  Assembly ?

Mi-. K atzenbach. I suspect  th at  is pr et ty  fa r down the  roa d, Co n
gressm an,  and I  th in k the  immedia te reac tion  of  many, pe rhap s even 
your  colle agues, wo uld be. T here are  an awfu l lot of Chinese.

Mr.  H ungate . Most o f them  are not  regis tered.
Air. K atzenbach. I f  you could have a po pu lat ion  basis , it would 

come ou t wi th  a very, ve ry  h eavy we igh tin g on issues, towa rd  the less 
develop ed p ar t of t he  world .

Mr . H ungate. As I see it, in your  repo rt,  pag e 13, whi le we hav e 
con side red in ou r de lib era tio ns  some possibil ity  of c ha rter  am end ment,  
we have  concluded  in th e perio d im media tely  before  us. C ha rter  am en d
men ts a re not  the  best hope f or  U.N.  re for m.
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i take it you are probably fami liar with I)r. Carlos Romulos’ state ment on this which would be, even if all possible procedural reforms were instituted, it would s till be necessary to face squarely inadequacies, which in the passage of time have come to light in the Charter itself.
Mr. Katzenbacii. 1 am not opposed to charter amendments.1 th ink it would be very desirable to have a charter amendment.Mr. H ungate. I  am going to quit, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. F relinghuysen. 1 have only a couple of questions, Mr. Chairman.
1 was wondering, Mr. De Palma, if you could tell us, what is the ITambro proposal. In your testimony, you slid over the significance of it.
I do not understand from reading the full statement, just what is involved. Is it a realistic suggestion ?
Mr. De Palma. Mr. Chairman, t ha t all depends on how the others, those who have been withholding contributions,  react to it.It  could become realistic if they reacted positively, and it could be wholly unrealistic if they do not.
I have tri ed not to get into the specifics of it, because, as I say, the matter is under discussion now, and I do not think Ambassador Ham- bro regards his proposal as a fixed proposition, but as a suggestion, a basis for a settlement.

What it involves is dealing with the entire problem, not just one part  of it.
It involves dealing with the problem of the older arrearages, the curre ntly accruing arrearages, the question of settling the bond issue— putting everyth ing in one pot, and trying to get a total resolution of the problem, so that you not only clean up the current situation, but avoid having a new deficit star t to accrue immediately therea fter. It is a rather difficult and massive proposition, but in essence, the problem is very simple: We either get assurances from the others who are responsible for these deficits tha t they are willing to make a substantial contribution  so tha t we can bring an interest ing proposition to the Congress, or, in our view, we have nothing we can work with. We are waiting to see if that will materialize.
These discussions are underway righ t now; they are in a preliminary stage, and I honestly cannot predict what  the outcome might be.Mr. F relinghuysen. The comprehensive approach is a noble objective, and it might be a step forward.
On page 12, you said tha t a coalition would resolve the U.N.’s liabilities.
I do not know how but you would provide money from various sources, and I suppose t ha t would cover the liabilities, including the bonds.
What does this mean: “Remove from the budget certain controversial items on which the Soviets and others withhold payments, thus building up new arrearages” ?
You remove them by disregarding them ?Air. De P alma. You remove them by gett ing agreement that certain items now in the budget will no longer appear  there.
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This has to do with such items as part 6 of the United Nations budg
et, where almost $7 million has in recent years been allocated for 
various kinds of technical assistance activities.

Fo r example, technical assistance might be taken from the regula r 
U.N. budget, and put under the U.N. Development Program.

One reason is, the  Soviets contribute their  share of part 6 of  the 
U.N. budget in nonconvertible rubles, instead of dollars, or other con
vertible currencies.

The U.N. cannot use most of the rubles, and the Soviets are in 
arrears to the extent the rubles are not used, thereby piling up con
tinued arrearages.

Ambassador Hambro feels it would be useful in getting a solution 
to deal not only with the amount of money tha t is al ready a deficit, 
but to deal with the causes for the continuing arrearages.

As fo r your suggestion, tha t perhaps we ought to deal with par t of 
this problem if we cannot deal with the whole, I admit tha t sounds 
very practical, and I have been stressing practica lity and realism. But 
I would have to ask myself how realistic it would be for us to come to 
the Congress with such a proposition and say we have a basis for 
cleaning up this pa rt of the deficit, but I am sorry to tell you tha t the 
deficit will still continue to accrue, because there are other elements 
of the problem which are unresolved.

It  has been our assumption tha t that would not look very interes t
ing to the Congress, but maybe we should consider it.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. This elimination from the budget would only 
be in the context of an overall settlement ? Would this result in pay
ment, and a tacit recognition tha t there would be paid x amount ?

It  would not be meeting an obligation ?
Mr. De Palma. We are not discussing th is in terms of principles 

in the article 19 controversy. We are discussing it in terms of fixed 
amounts of money which have to be paid.

Mr. F relinghuysen. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Secretary, permit me to return  to the sanctions 

problem. One of the impressions that I have is that  if the United Na
tions is to become s tronger in its capacity to maintain  the peace, it 
must be able to deal effectively with the problems in front of it, and 
this brings  me back to the sanctions problem.

When th is subcommittee held hear ings ear lier this year on the sanc
tions problem, I must say I had the impression tha t although the 
United States was attem pting to maintain  compliance by U.S. citi 
zens and businesses, we seemed to take very little interest in the gen
eral problem of compliance. I am astonished. I was astonished, and 
continue to be, that we could not find out from the representatives of  
the administration  where the Rhodesian items were going, that  were 
obviously flowing into the world market from Rhodesia, or who was 
purchasing them.

My understanding is that  sanctions is one of the few devices ava il
able to the United Nations, short of the application of direct force, to 
carry out its objectives. Yet, in this one case where we have employed 
sanctions, I  have the impression it is being done with a lackadaisical 
attitude of “business as usual.” Am I  wrong about this? Do we have 
people in the U.S. Government who are following this diligen tly,
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ident ifying  the countries that  are breaking the sanctions, breaking 
the restrictions voted by the Security Council ?

Mr. De Palma. Mr. Chairman, we do follow it, but your question. I take it, is whether we have established a mechanism that can really ascertain the facts, and check on the situation  around the world. I  do 
not know that we have.

One reason we have not is tha t we have been relying on the United Kingdom which has assumed as much of that  responsibility as it could. The. United Kingdom reports periodically to a Sanctions Committee on the evidence it gets of violations, and we have supported the United Kingdom in seeing th at those cases are checked out. But I have to admit tha t enforcement has been less than perfect.
This is a problem th at one has to face with sanctions, and this is the reason why I think  sanctions should be a matter of almost last resort.
I do not think  we have ever had, and we do not have any evidence 

of sanctions working perfectly at any time that I know of.
M r. F raser. There seems to be a lack of will on the part of nations, clearly in the case of chrome, since it is fairly clear tha t chrome is getting into the world market from Rhodesia. It is clear that  chrome must find its way primarily to developed nations : tha t is, they would be the principal producers of stainless steel, and steel products for which chrome has the primary use. It  would seem to me the United States  or the United Kingdom should find out what is happening.I do not know what is on file in the United Nations with respect to sanctions, but I would have thought, if our adminis tration  cared, not necessarily about Rhodesia, but about the effort of the United Nations, that we would be more knowledgeable in this matter than we seem to be.
Mr. De P alma. I am not in a position to talk about countries and allegations in an open hearing. We could find an occasion, however, to discuss such evidence as we have, and what we have done.
I can say, and I would say here on the record, tha t I can speak from personal knowledge of efforts t hat  we have made to bring to the attention  of a specific government allegations of violations. And we have suggested, for example, that there are ways of checking on the origin of chrome.
We know that  (here is a reasonably effective chemical test that can be made—it can be almost foolproof—fo ascertain the origin of chrome. We have been urging that  the governments apply this  test so we can get at these violations.
I have to tell you, there is considerable resistance to stric t enforcement.
Mr. F kaseil Well, I would think this is a mat ter that  should not be left to the nonpublic side of diplomacy, that  in the United Nations, violators ought to be identified.
Mr. De P alma. There is a committee which considers them periodically, so there is a record of these alleged violations.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Katzcnbach, the question T have is a ra ther  general one. You are head of a committee which has produced an excellent report, and obviously a A ery thoughtful one. Ambassador Lodge undertook a similar effort, and I suppose these suggestions have been made
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before, but somehow along the way, nothing happens, or very little  
happens. I  th ink the majority  of the subcommittee holds the view that 
the United Nations should be made more effective, in our own interest 
as well as that of  the world community.

Wha t would you suggest to us to assure the maximum possible con
sideration and perhaps implementation of your proposal ?

Mr. Katzenbacii. I think essentially to try  to follow up on some of 
the specific recommendations with the adminis tration for the remain
der of this time, or with a new administration after that .

Simply, to ask questions about what is going on, what are the di f
ficulties, why can't this  be done.

I think  that  many o f these require  not simply the United  States to 
do things.

Most of these things require other nations. One of the things the 
United Nations Association has tried to do is interest other delegations 
in the United Nations, in some of these proposals, and I think  some 
are interested, but essentially what your committee can do is simply 
try to press with respect to some of these recommendations and tr y to 
press as to what some of the difficulties are. When I  was in the admin
istrat ion, I always found such pressure like squeezing a nerve a lit tle 
bit, and tha t would produce some results.

They may not produce miracles, they  may not be able to get every
thing done, but if the Congress had an interest , and this committee 
has an interest, then things get more consideration than otherwise 
they would.

The other thing,  which I thin k is to some extent educational, is for 
you gentlemen to try  to get the Congress to accept the fact that  if the 
United States does not always get its own way on everything, that is 
not simply because it has incompetent representatives.

It  may be th at other people take a different view of different in ter
ests, see the problem differently.

We have to learn to live with more of tha t than probably we have 
had to  live with in  the last 20 years, and th at is educational, it is sym
pathetic,  to the purposes of some of these organizations. We will have 
a Uni ted Nations around, whether  it  is effective or ineffective.

I think the money we have spent on it, compared with many, many 
other things,  has been well spent. I think it is necessary, even if it 
does not help us a great deal.

On the matt er of appropriations, on the  matt er of t ryin g to clean 
up th is debt, I  would hope tha t the Congress would be fair ly generous 
on what the United States is willing  to do. We talked earlier  about 
such th ings  as aid  to Pakistan . I think we could get more participa 
tion by others, even if  we used fund-raising  devices, such as. we will 
give $100 million now, and when that is matched, we will give an
other $100 million.

With  th at k ind of approach, I think you can get more participation. 
But with appropriations problems, particu larly,  it is always difficult 
for the administration  because it is hard to have the money in hand 
before hand, and it is h ard  to know when you go in th at you will have 
what looks like a hardnosed deal for the people doing thei r jobs in 
watching the purse.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Secretary,  I would like to address the same ques
tion to you, perhaps  from a somewhat different vantage point, since
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ap pa rent ly  you are  the  one who in iti al ly  mu st review these recommendations . W ha t role could  we play  to be most use ful  from  your point of view in at tempt ing to rea p the  maxim um  benefit from  these stud ies?
Mr. I) e P alma. Pe rh ap s I am too close to these matt ers these  day s to have  the  kind  of  pers pec tive  needed  to answer  your  question pro per ly.
I have  no difficulty wh ate ver  in subscribin g to (he answer given by Mr. Katzenba ch.
T w ould  endorse it in every respect.  T th in k we do need  to  be pressed.I th ink it is use ful , if  th e Con gress were to take an intere st in specific aspec ts, fo r it to give  us an op po rtu ni ty  to discuss all sides  of some of these difficult issues, so th at  we could pe rhap s create  be tte r un de rsta nd ing of the  pro blems involved. 1 include pa rt icul ar ly  the  problem  th at  M r. Ka tze nbach me ntioned: We hav e to—i f we a re going  to partic ipa te in a world  bod y—make up  our min ds,  th at  we will go alo ng with  a consensus w hich is not  e nti re ly  w hat  we would like. I th ink th at  is w hat  would be use ful,  and T t hi nk  t hat  is why th is kind  of he ar ing is useful .
T th ink we also  need  to hav e some way to dem onstrate  th at  the  Un ited Nation s i s w orking  successfully , a nd  thi s h as also been touched upon.
T th in k the  Un ite d Nations is now looked upon as a fai lur e. Th is crea tes more  p rob lem s because people will  n ot even look a t p ossibil ities fo r acti on the re.  We  are  looking fo r op po rtu ni tie s of th is  kin d, and  pe rhaps we sho uld  look har de r:  I  th in k it wou ld be good if  we were pres sed to  do so.
Th ere  are , of course, problem s on the congressional side. I do no t want to distu rb  the  harmony of  th is hear ing,  bu t we need an ap pr opr ia tio n for  the IL O  and  we hav e th is chrome situa tion. Th is is an othe r mat te r which I  th ink  needs v ery  c are ful  att en tio n, because if we are  going  to , by ou r own action, walk away from basic obl iga tions,  we will tak e a very gr ea t onus  on ourselves fo r a fa ilu re  th at  the re is no reason to  pu t on our  shou lders.
I  t hi nk  at  t hi s tim e we s hou ld not be loo kin g fo r way s to  a dd  to the  problems of the U ni ted Nat ions . We want (o react as pos itiv ely  as we can to the reco mm end atio ns of both panels and we are  taking  them very seriously.  We have not filed these  r ep ort s: we a re w ork ing  on them very act ive ly an d we int end to ren de r a sta tus repo rt to the  P resid en t on the  P re side nt ’s Com miss ion’s repo rt,  to  tel l him w ha t we hav e done and  wha t we in ten d to do. T am sure  we wil l tak e t he  same a tti tu de  to wa rd the  repo rt of  the  Un ite d N ations Associatio n Panel.
Mi-. F raser. Mr. Bingham .
Mr.  B ingham . I have  no f urther  ques tions .
Mr.  F raser. M r. ITun gate .
Mr. H ungate . Th an k you, M r. Ch air ma n.
Secre tary Ka tze nbach, back to the In te rn at iona l Court  of  Justi ce , and  the  possibil ity  of inc rea sing its  use. would  the re be anv possibil ity  th at  the re are  cer tain rig ht s in the  Un ive rsa l Decla rat ion  of  H uman Bigh ts,  th at  all cou ntri es agree th at  are just  absolutely  basic , th at  an ind ividual could have a rig ht , a recourse of  t he  court  to  pr otect those  r igh ts,  p erha ps  est abl ish  a p ros ecu tor , w hat  you w ill, fo r th e Un ite d Nation s, fo r th at  purpose  alone ?
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Would there be any possibility, does th at have a possibility ?
Mr. K atzenbach. Ves, 1 th in k that  has  some pos sib ilit y. It  is so 

ha rd  to ge t one' s own house in ord er,  fo r those cou ntr ies  th at  are  
mem bers , and the y hav e con siderably  less free dom  than  we have here , 
so i t will  be ra th er  h ar d to discover w hat ind ivi dual has been de pr ived  
of h is r ight s, even  thou gh  his gov ernment might d isag ree.

I th ink steps could he tak en  to do it , but  1 am not sure that  even 
wi thi n ou r own coun try  an  ad min ist ra tio n might feel th at  th is would  
pro vid e a political  forum  fo r var ious peop le to make var iou s al lega 
tion s. which wo uld be difficul t f rom  the  I .S. po int of view.

1 would  be wi lling  to take  th at  kind of risk, as fa r as our own socie ty 
is concerned .

Mr. H ungate . W ha t 1 wou ld be hopefu l of,  we could find some way 
whe re ind ividuals , no m at te r how min ima l a case might be, just  to 
get some use ou t o f th e C ou rt,  an d fo r it to  be able to  exercise its  muscle, 
at leas t th ey wou ld be doin g somethin g.

Mr. K atzenbach. T ha t wou ld req uir e a ch ar te r ame ndm ent to tak e 
ind ivi dual cases, as f ar  as th at  Cou rt is concerned.

Mr. H ungate. I)o you th in k th at  migh t be possibly a pro gre ssive 
step, i f limi ted  to ce rta in  ar ea s?

Mr. K atzenbach. Yes, I  do.
Mr. H ungate. Secre tar y De Pa lm a, in y ou r s tat em ent, on th e bot tom 

of page 24, among  the  goa ls of the  Stockh olm  Conferenc e in 1972 on 
the consider ation of  pr inc ipl es , on rec om menda tion s fo r est ab lishin g 
machi ner y for mon ito rin g cha nge s to cru cia l item s, as pollut ion  of  t he 
oceans, and at page  22, new insti tu tio ns , new tech nology , would you 
th in k th at  new insti tu tio ns  or  pe rhap s new legal  remedies th at  would 
be ava ilab le, th at  pe rhap s some amend ment,  a stu dy , a review, or  an 
amend ment of the 1 'ni te d Na tio ns’ Cha rter  might be in order?

Mr. 1)e P alma. Th ere  are  all kin ds of  imp rov ement s th at  can be 
made in the  Uni ted Na tio ns ' Ch ar ter , and  I hope  everybo dy will  
real ize t he  necessity  sooner o r la ter .

Tt may  be a reflec tion of  our  own  inadequate  v iew, but  at the  present 
tune  we do not see th at  a review conference  now wou ld produce any  
useful resu lt.

As you know, the  las t Gener al Assembly cre ated a committ ee to 
look int o the  que stio n, bu t no th ing has  appe ared  on Ihe hor izon  th at  
would suggest  th at  an yt hi ng  use ful wou ld be accompli shed .

We  ourselves are  go ing  to  be working  fo r an ame ndm ent  to the  
ch ar te r to enlar ge  the  Econom ic and  Socia l Council.

Th is  is the  only kind  of  ame ndment th at  is be ing considered .
Tt is the kin d th at  had been  adop ted  before , in the  case of previou s 

enlargem ents of bo th  coun cils,  bu t on the la rg er , pe rhap s more  im 
po rtan t issues, T sim ply  do not see any  readiness  on the  pa rt  of  gov
ern me nts  to deal wi th these ques tions . Th e real question is. wh at do 
you accomplish at a review conferen ce in these circ ums tanc es, othe r 
than  to prove th at  there is a grea t deal of  disagreem ent  and th at  you 
can not  get a ny th in g useful  done.

Mr. H ungate. M r. Secre tar y, is not  th at  like  go ing  to the de nt ist , 
thou gh  your  too th is bad. he just told  you abou t it and did  no thing .

Disag ree ments  ex ist,  and  T thi nk  we are  b ett er  off when we ex amine 
the m o pen ly, a re we not?
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Mr. De P alma. 1 am not sayin g it  wou ld not be use ful  sim ply  to 
have  a conference and to look at  poss ible  issues.

I am only say ing  th at  at the  presen t time  we hon est ly cannot see 
that  issues would be a ddressed in a con struct ive  way.

We have said  t ha t the  U ni ted  S ta tes is w illing,  but we do not really 
see tha t the  tim e is rip e;  we d oubt th at  othe r gover nm ent s will come 
aro und to that  view. Ce rta in oth ers  have  said  they do not  wa nt any 
pa rt of  a review  conferen ce and  the y are  not willin g to con sider it.

Mr. H ungate. Mr. Secre tar y, if  we tho ught it was des irab le, and  
oth ers  did agree, you would not hold back,  would you?

Mr. De P alma. No. s ir ; if  I thou gh t it were des irab le, we would be 
pushing  fo r it.

Mr. H ungate. Of  course you a re  f am ili ar  with  the Pr es id en t’s Com
miss ion's  r epor t, and  some o f the  cri tici sms o f it by the  Am erican  b ar,  
some of  th e issues on the In te rn at iona l Co ur t t ha t Mr. Fi nd ley rais ed, 
would no t you th ink we will have in our socie ty, in Am erica, some 
lea der ship th at  could sug ges t useful means th at  could be made of a 
court th at  has  o nly one case on its  dock et, when all of  ou r cou rts are 
filled wi th cases, and  we have in ter na tio na l hij ackin gs, an d we have  
dip lom at seizures, we shou ld at  least get the  State De pa rtm en t in te r
ested  on the  kidnaping s, we should devise some method where 
ind ividuals  could  get in tha t cour t.

Really , those are the  peop le th at  use ou r court s most, it is 
ind ivid uals.

Mr. De P alma. W ith ou t spe aking  to th at  pa rt icul ar  pro posal , let 
me say th at  we have show n fa r more int ere st in tryi ng  to do some
th ing abo ut the  Co urt than  any  othe r gov ernm ent .

We have tr ie d to push the  Gen eral  Assembly into con sidering thi s 
ma tter.

We hav e tri ed  to get a committ ee of the  Assembly to look at possi 
bil itie s f or  wha tev er changes a re n ecessary in th e Cour t.

It  has  been very  to ugh going ; there  is not that  much intere st on the 
pa rt of  o the rs. Bu t we are  the ones p ushin g for it, so tha t T accept y our 
basic prem ise.

All T am say ing  is tha t it is no t s ometh ing  which we can br ing about 
by ourselves, and  if you are  s ay ing  we are  not showin g enough desire, 
T would pe rhap s ag ree with  tha t too, b ut we do confr on t a real problem 
here.

It  will tak e the  a greement  of a lar ge  n umber of cou ntr ies , and at the 
pres ent  time, the re does not  seem to  he a consensus.

T might point  out also, on your  specific question about considerin g 
the cases of ind ividual human rig hts in the Co urt , th at  we have been 
trvi ng  f or  4 vea rs to get a much sim ple r proposa l ado pted in the  G en
eral Assemb ly: establ ishment of the Office o f Hig h Com miss ioner for  
Human Ri gh ts mer ely to  collect  evidences of persi ste nt and  known 
violations  of  hum an rig ht s,  and  put them in a sys tem atic  way before 
the Econom ic and  Social Council.

Th at proposal has  been  filib uste red to dea th fo r several successive 
sessions of the  General  Assembly  bv gov ernments th at  want no pa rt 
of such a process . So I  thi nk  we are  t ha t fa r away from  the  ideal solu 
tion von have  in mind.

Mr. H u  ngate. T would ce rta inly  commend th at  effo rt, and T th ink 
T pa rti al ly  understand the na ture  of the  prob lem, but th at  would not



49

make the ease for the necessity to amend the char ter to control such 
filibusters.

Mr. De Palma. My problem is, how do you get the votes to amend 
the charter?

In  the first instance, assuming we have the desire and willingness to 
do it, how do we get the votes, if we cannot even get a proposal adopted 
to have these questions looked at and pu t before an organization simply 
to be discussed ? Where are we going to get the support to have them 
adjudicated in a Court ?

Mr. H unoate. Was there not a resolution about last December, tha t 
was approved for study of recommending review from the United 
Nations, possibility of cha rter review or charter change ?

Mr. De Palma. Yes.
Mr. H u ngate. So there would be support for tha t sort of proposal, 

would there not ?
Mr. D e P alma, on can, in tha t body, as in  other  bodies, get agree

ment on a proposal to look at a question, b ut when the time comes to 
look at it, nothing happens.

When t ha t committee met, nothing happened.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Katzenbach.
Mr. K atzenbach. I  d id not cover it in my statement before, but we 

do on page 36 of our report have some recommendations with respect 
to the Court.

These a re largely  the work of Phi llip  Jessup,  a former member of  
that Court, and he believes even these rath er modest recommendations 
would do a good deal to keep the Court more occupied than  it is, 
and a good deal in terms of what  you talked about, Mr. Findley , in 
terms of making it more produc tive as an institution.

Mr. F indley. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In  that connection, Mr. Katzenbach, do you see any prospect in 

asking our Government, asking the Secretary General for advisory 
opinions, was such request made during your experience with the 
administration ?

Mr. Katzenbach. I do not believe so.
I thin k the Secretary General should be empowered to seek an 

advisory opinion from the Court if he wants it, with respect to what
ever he wants.

I do not believe it has ever been acted upon.
I do not think he has the power.
Mr. F indley. What power does he have to seek an advisory opinion 

from the Court ?
Mr. Katzenbach. The Securi ty Council can seek one, and the Gen

eral Assembly can seek one, but not the Secretary General.
Mr. F indley. But not the Secre tary General ?
Mr. Katzenbach. No.
Mr. De Palma. Specialized agencies can, when authorized, but not 

the Secretary  General.
Mr. Katzenbach. I thin k if you feel like I do, the  strongest  pos

sible Secretary General is a desirable th ing, and I thin k the abili ty to 
go to the Court would give him a little more clout.

Mr. F indley. Mr. De Palma, has our Government within the last 
year, asked the Security  Council, or the General Assembly, to seek an 
advisory opinion from the World  Court?
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Mr. De P alma. Well, we joined in a proposal to seek an advisory opinion on the question of Southwest Africa.
Mr. F indley. Is tha t the only such request ?
Mr. De P alma. That is the only one that I can think of.Mr. F indley. I would suggest that although advisory opinions have no binding effect, they are nevertheless very useful in settling inte rnational  disputes, and I am puzzled why our Government does not use tha t avenue more often.
Can you shed any light on this ?
Mr. De Palma. No. Again, I thin k this is certainly  something we should look at. The problem is, we have to get votes for that;  you cannot get an advisory opinion just because the United States  wants one.
Mr. F indley. If  you do not ask for  one, you will never get the votes ?
Mr. De Palma. That is right. I  agree with you.
Mr. F indley. About 2 years  ago, a fte r talking with Mr. Jessup, I came up with an idea as to how to get business before the Court which has been described as the balanced pair approach. Our Government would seek ou t an issue where we appear to have a fair ly strong  case, and also one where we have a weaker case, and try  to get the other country involved to permit both cases to go before the Court. Has that  approach been pursued as fa r as you know ?
Mr. De Palma. I do not know that it has been pursued in those specific terms.
As you know, Secretary Rogers has been interested in tryi ng to improve the status and function ing of the Court and T know he has personally been interested in looking for possible issues to put  before the Court.
Now, as Mr. Katzenbach indicated, when you star t looking at the issues, there are always a hundred and one reasons why people will think you can do better in one way o r another through negotiations', or some other way. I do not really know what the outcome of this search is going to be, but we are interested specifically in looking into the possibility of finding issues and proper  questions to put before the Court.
Mr. F indley. It  has been more than a year ago since I had assurance from Air. Stevenson th at such a search was underway.Mr. De Palma. I  do not know what the status of the  study is.Mr. Katzenbach. This is a difficulty in gettin g decisions before the Court. It  is difficult to get people to put  cases there.The Southwest Africa decision probably did not help to resolve th at very difficult problem, and, of course, the decision on the use of  the peacekeeping forces, the funding of peacekeeping forces, it was one-----
Air. F indley. Are you saying the record of the Court has not been favorable ?
Mr. Katzenbach. I am saying the two recent decisions, in neither  one was the decision of the court implemented, or accepted by those who had the power to implement those.
In other words, when it was decided this was a perfect ly proper  charge, as f ar as the United Nations is concerned, the Governments of France  and the Soviet Union said they did not care what the Court,
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said, and the Government of South Africa simply ignored the deci
sion with respect to Southwest Africa, and short  of a war, I do not 
know how you implement it.

Mr. F indley. I believe the tota l record of the IC J is a fair ly good 
one. In  about 40 cases, other than  the two you mentioned, all parties 
accepted the decision and carr ied it  out.

Mr. Katzenbach. I  am saying one of the difficulties is whether or 
not the  decisions are going to be accepted by the parties.

I am no t sure that it is a service to the Court to put  issues before 
it, where the  decision cannot be carried out.

Mr. F indley. I do not see really much hope in es tablishing the con
cept of the rule of internatio nal law u ntil the country tha t does the 
most talking about th at  concept; namely, the United States, is will ing 
to risk an adverse finding on some of these cases, tha t could readily 
be placed before the Court.

Mr. K atzenbach. I would thin k our Government would no t wish to 
put an issue before the Court  if we would not be willing to abide by the 
result.

Mr. H ungate. Wil l the gentleman yield ?
Mr. F indley. I  yield.
Mr. H ungate. I would suggest on one problem of the balanced pai r, 

I  think, Secretary Katzenbach, sometimes good lawyers win bad cases, 
and I suggest tha t sometimes bad lawyers lose good cases.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F rasek. Well, my than ks to all of you for being with  us this 

afternoon. You have been most he lpful,  and I want to say tha t we will 
try within the limits of our resources to provide  continuing  expres
sion of interest and inquiry in the  months ahead.

Thank you very much.
(Whereupon, the committee meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m.)





U.S. ROLE IN THE UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM
T H U R SD A Y , OC TO BE R 14, 1971

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Committee on F oreign Affa irs ,

Subcommittee on I nternational
Organizations and Movements,

Washington, D.G.
The subcommittee met at 2 :20 p.m., in room 2255, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Donald  M. Fra ser  (chairman of the subcom
mittee) presiding.

Mr. F raser. The meeting of the Subcommittee on Inte rnat iona l 
Organizations and Movements will come to order.

Two of our three witnesses are present now. May I  say that we have 
problems on the  floor this  afternoon, as you can already tell. We are 
expecting a fur the r vote. There will probably be two votes in sequence 
at any  time.

I believe we should proceed with your prepared statements now. I 
find tha t members who come in can catch up quickly by reading the 
statements, so th at when additional members are here we will concen
tra te primarily  on the questions. If  it is agreeable, we will proceed 
with the prepared statements  and see how far we get before the vote 
comes and then see what develops subsequently.

Our first witness is Dr. Francis Wilcox, dean of the School of Ad
vanced In ternational Studies at  Johns Hopkins Univers ity. He served 
as chairman of the working  group of the Lodge Commission and 
served former ly as Assis tant Secretary of State  for International 
Organization Affairs  during the administration of President Eisen
hower.

Dean Wilcox, it is a great pleasure to welcome you here th is aft er
noon. Will  you proceed with your statement?

STA TEM ENT OF DR. FR AN CIS 0. WILCOX, DEAN, SCHOOL OF AD
VANCED INTE RN AT IONA L STU DIES, JOHNS HO PKINS  UNIV ER 
SITY ; AND CHAIR MA N, WO RK ING  GROUP OF TH E LODGE
COMMISSION

Dr. W ilcox. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I am very pleased to have this oppor tunity  to appear before your 

committee today to discuss with you the repo rt of the Pres iden t’s 
Commission.

This report,  as I  am sure Ambassador Lodge told you yesterday, was 
pu t together as the  result of a good many conversations and meetings 
with officials of the U.S. Government, representatives of nongovern- 
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mental organizations, scholars, members of the U.N. Secretar iat, and 
other experts on U.N. affairs.

The Commission also held public hearings  in six represen tative 
cities—Atlanta, St. Louis, Des Moines, Rochester, P ortland, and San 
Francisco. Over 200 witnesses were heard. In addition, written  com
ments and suggestions were received from many people througho ut 
the United States.

The principal purpose of the Commission was to recommend mea
sures to increase the  effectiveness of the U.N. and  of our partic ipation 
in the organization. No members of the Commission, so fa r as I am 
aware, were interested in abolishing the United Nations or in weaken
ing its capacity to discharge its responsibilities.

As one would expect, a few of the witnesses appearing  before the 
Commission opposed the participat ion of the United States in the 
U.N. and a good many called a ttention to the weaknesses and short
comings of the organization.

But, on the whole, the vast majo rity urged continued American sup 
port for the U.N. and strongly favored initiat ives designed to make 
the U.N. a more effective instrumentality  for  the maintenance of peace, 
the promotion of economic and social development, and meeting the 
new challenges of science and technology in the years ahead.

In its report, the Commission set forth  nearly 100 specific recom
mendations, many of which could be help ful in bring ing fresh vigor 
and fresh vital ity to the  U.N. system. I t is not possible for me to com
ment on all of these today, but I would like to call your attention to 
six or seven of the most important points. We can then turn  to any 
section of the repo rt members of the committee may wish to discuss.

I.  TH E U.S.  CONTRIBUTION TO TH E U.N . BUDGET

Fir st of all, let me call your attention  to one recommendation in the 
Commission's report with which I am in  rath er sharp disagreement. 
Tha t is the proposal tha t we should seek, over a period of years, to re
duce our annual contribution  to the regu lar U.N. budget—now at 
31.52 percent level—so that eventually our share would not exceed 25 
percent.

In  my judgment, thi s is a penny-wise and pound-foolish approach to 
the problem of U.N. finances which would not be help ful to our na
tional interes ts in either the long or the short run.

The fact  is we are not carrying an excessive financial burden in the 
U.N. whether you measure it  in  terms of our gross national product, 
our per capita  contribution to the organization, the  percentage  of our 
national  budget involved, or our v ital intere st in the development of a 
relatively peaceful world  order.

Indeed, if we were to contribute  to the U.N. on the  basis of  our  ca
pacity to pay, our share of the annual budget  would be more in the 
neighborhood of 40 percent.

To be sure, the Commission does not recommend any reduction in 
the overall contribution of the United S tates  to the to tal U.N. system. 
It  suggests instead tha t any reduction in our contribution to  the regu
lar U.N. budget should be compensated for by additional voluntary 
contributions to  various U.N. programs.
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But it should be clear tha t the one does not  make up for the other. 
A voluntary contribution is not the same as an assessment. Any con
certed effort on the part of the United States  to reduce our share of 
the assessed budget would surely be understood in U.N. circles as a 
declining commitment to the Organization.

Fina lly, it should be kept in mind tha t the constant attempts of  the 
United States to lower our share of various U.N. expenditures is a 
negative approach to international relations which is not commensu
rate  with our role as a great power and a leader of the free world 
countries.

Not only is the amount of money involved relatively small, when our 
Government is forced to take a negative position with respect to the 
budget, it becomes next to impossible to play any constructive role in 
the development of the program involved.

More than tha t, we may find ourselves in the very unpopular  posi
tion of having to oppose a good many worthwhile U.N. programs 
strongly supported by the great majo rity of members.

I I . STR EN G T H E N IN G  T H E  SE CURIT Y COUNCI L

One set of proposals th at  p articular ly appeal to me would have as 
its objective the upgrading of the Security Council and the strength
ening of the Council as an  in strumental ity for world peace.

As the committee is aware, the Security Council has been weakened 
over the years by the growing tendency to elect a good many very 
small states to membership regardless  of th eir capacity to contribute  
to the maintenance of peace.

The Commission suggests, therefore,  that the United  States make 
it quite clear tha t we will not vote for  candidates for membership on 
the Security Council merely because they are put forward  by regional 
groups  of states.

Rather we should insist, insofar as we can, tha t the nonpermanent 
members of the Council be draw n predominantly from states that are 
in a special position to contribute to the work of the U.N., and we 
should seek agreement among U.N. members that at least half  of the 
10 elected seats be rotated among the larger states from each region.

I t seems to me self-evident tha t states like Japan. Mexico, Ind ia, 
Canada, Nigeria, Brazil,  Aust ralia,  Indonesia. Iran, the United  Arab 
Republic, and Pak istan would add real vital ity to the work of the 
Council.

There is a certain  relationship between power and influence in  the 
world and i f we real ly want the Council to be effective we should give 
it the strength o f membership it needs to do the job.

Similarly, the Commission proposes the strengthening of the Secu
rity  Council through establishment of an executive committee made 
up of the Soviet Union, the United States, and three or four  other 
members.

It  would be the task of the executive committee to follow world 
developments and report thereon at “periodic meetings” of the Coun
cil convened for the purpose o f examining  incipient conflicts and new 
approaches to old situations .
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Both the executive committee and the “periodic meetings” ideas have real merit. I believe—especially if the foreign ministers of the states concerned could be prevailed upon to partic ipate  from time to time.
I I I . U N IT E D  N A TIO N S M E M B ER SH IP

I thin k the Commission’s recommendations on U.N. membership are equally sound. The world h as changed greatly  since 1945. In  the last 25 years, some 79 states have joined the  U.N. and many new governments, with diverse pol itical ideologies, have come to power.In these circumstances, the  U.N. can best discharge its responsibilities of mainta ining world peace and promoting social and economic progress if its membership includes all the governments in the w orl d- assuming, of course, they subscribe to the purposes and principles  of the Organization.
To this  end, the Commission recommends that all firmly established governments should be included in the U.N. system. The benefits to the United States in having such governments in the U.N., and subject to the obligations set for th in the charter , far  outweigh the problems raised bv ideological differences between various states.This reasoning would apply to the divided states—East and West Germany, North and South Vietnam, and North and South Korea— as well as Switzerland, and mainland China, whenever any or all of them are in a position to join and wish to do so.It  would also apply to the microstates insofar as any of them might qualify for some kind of  membership. Certainly every state, no matter  how small, should benefit from the work of the Organization.The Commission properly  calls a ttention  to  the fact, however, that  there remain outside the  Organiza tion nearly 70 states and territo ries with populations of less than  1 million, many of which may seek membership in the U.N. in the future. Many of these entities, with very litt le in the way of  resources, are quite unable to shoulder their share of the burden in the U.N. system.
For  these states and territorie s the Commission recommends a special status of associate membership. Under  this s tatus, the states involved would be urged to renounce their voting and election privileges in the Organization, with the understand ing they would be entitled to all the  other rights and benefits of the U.N. They would not, however, be required to contribute to the regular assessed budget of the U.N.Frankly, I do not know whether this proposal has much chance of acceptance. We already have some states in the U.N. with populations of less than  100,000. Nobody likes the idea of being voted as a second- class citizen—least of  all a small state tha t has just gained power and sovereignty in the internationa l community.
But it is imperative, it seems to me, that  we take effective measures now to prevent reducing the meaning of membership to an absurd level.
You will note that with respect to the question of membership, the Commission has put the emphasis where i t belongs—on the principle of universality. Membership, wi th the commitments contained in the charter, should not be regarded as a privilege, but as an obligation from which no government or state  should be permit ted to escape.
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Under this concept, all states should be looked upon as members of 
an interna tional community in which duties are commensurate with 
rights.

This suggests the u rgent desirability of finding a place for main land 
China in the  U.N. It  also suggests the undesirab ility of expell ing any 
state—in part icular the Republic of China which has been a respon
sible member of the U.N. for a good many years.

The Commission thus recommends a two-China policy, although 
admittedly tha t may not be practicable at this late date. Clearly, this 
is not a question of dual represen tation for one China; it is, rathe r, 
the provision of two seats for two governments.

Whether the U.N. will be willing to accept this kind of arrangement 
remains to be seen. I n any event, the Commission believes that  the  ex
posure of the Peking government to world opinion, to the f ree press, 
and to the  open forum of the U.N., may bring positive results th at  will 
outweigh the disadvan tages tha t might flow from membership. Most 
of the rest of the  world seems to agree on that point. The main question 
lef t to be resolved is whether arrangements can be made to keep Fo r
mosa in the Organization.

IV. U .N . PEACEKEEPING EFFORTS

In  the  realm of peacekeeping, the Commission puts for th a number 
of practical suggestions on the assumption tha t multila teral action to  
defuse dangerous situations and contain local conflicts will become an 
urgent necessity in the years ahead.

Some bold new initiat ives are called for—initiatives which might 
hopefully be based upon a new attit ude  among the great powers. This  
would involve a willingness on the pa rt of government leaders to place 
greater emphasis on conflict prevention and to b ring the U.N. into  the 
picture  early rather  than dangerously late.

I t would also require acceptance by decisionmakers of the impor
tance of mult ilateral substitutes for unila teral involvement in local 
conflicts.

More im portant still, it  would call for a greater degree of coopera
tion between the United States and the Soviet Union than has been 
evident in the past.

Among other peacekeeping steps recommended by the  Commission, 
the most important would be the creation of a U.N. peace reserve of 
25,000 t rained troops, earmarked by countries in various par ts of th e 
world, plus a cadre of train ed staff officers and specialized un its for 
signals, transpor t, medical, and civil police duties. At present, some 
states already maintain contingents of th eir armed forces earmarked 
for U.N. use.

To build on th is princ iple, all members would be asked to inform the  
Secretary General of the size, character, and degree of readiness of 
contingents they plan to make available for peacekeeping activities, 
as well as the facilities, logistic support, and other  services they are 
willing to provide.

The Commission would, of course, support the full cooperation of 
the United States in developing contingents and specialized units  for 
a U.N. peace reserve. To this  end, we should earmark specialized units
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for backstopping U.N. peacekeeping operations and should pledge both ai rlif t and sealift faci lities fo r the transport  of U.N. peace forces.Moreover, we should assist the U.N. in taking advantage of developments in science and technology tha t might improve its capacity to keep the peace, including new techniques in communications and aerial surveillance.
Finally, we should suppor t the establishment  of a special fund in the U.N. to meet the costs involved in large-scale peacekeeping operations.It  is c lear th at insurmountable obstacles have arisen to  the creation of the large U.N. force contemplated in chapter VII of the charter. It  is equally clear tha t some modest steps of th e kind outlined above are essential if the peacekeeping potential of the U.N. is to be kept alive.
During the last 25 years, some 36 members of  the U.N. have fu rnished milita ry observers for service with various U.N. missions. Moreover, U.N. forces have performed creditably in the Suez, Iiebanon, the Congo, Cyprus, and other difficult situations that  might have escalated into  wider conflicts without U.N. intervention.The peacekeeping role of the Organization would be greatly  strengthened by the development of a tra ined corps of several hundred U.N. military observers who could be dispatched immediately to troubled areas and by the establishment of a U.N. peace reserve.The United States would do well to take the lead in propos ing these measures or encouraging other states to do so. Even if they are turned down—and it seems likely they will be unless the Soviet Union changes its policy on this issue—we should keep on trying. Eventually,  perhaps, the winds of change may blow enough and we can begin to make some progress.

V. AID TH RO U G H  T H E  U N IT E D  N ATIO N S

I also commend for your carefu l consideration the Commission’s recommendations relat ing to economic development. As this committee knows, there are many advantages to be derived from using multi lateral channels for our aid programs. Every  dollar we invest in the U.N. Development Progra m generates more than $6 of development work by other nations. More than that, multilateral aid has the added advantage  of minimizing the political aspects of  economic aid and reducing the resentment of some of the developing countries to bilateral programs.
With these considerations in mind, the Commission strongly  recommends th at an increasing proportion of our technical assistances, official loans, and credits to the developing countries be channeled through the multil atera l agencies of the United Nations.
We also urge tha t our contributions to the U.N. Development Program be substantially  increased each year so as to reach a minimum of $200 million by 1975. We would, of course, hope that our increased contribut ion would be accompanied by a continuing improvement in the administrative  efficiency of UNDP and the U.N.’s specialized agencies.
The Commission also recognizes tha t more aid must be made available to the developing countries at more favorable rates of interest and longer periods of amortization. The fact is tha t recipient  countries are already very heavily burdened with external  debts. By the end of
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the first U.N. development decade (1970), it is estimated tha t some
thin g between 50 and 85 percent of the annual  new flow of capital  to 
the developing nations was used to service these debts.

Clearly this process tends to nulli fy all our development efforts. 
This is precisely why the Commission feels it highly impor tant for 
the United States to increase its contributions to such institu tions as 
the Inte rnat iona l Development Association, the Inter-American 
Bank, and the Asian Development Bank where long-term loans, low- 
interest  rates, and moderate service fees prevail.

In  put ting forth these suggestions, the Commission is thoroughly 
aware of the weaknesses of U.N. development machinery. Among 
other things,  we need to improve the system of  country programing  
tha t prevails in many countries, strengthen U.N. leadership in the 
field, and establish a more effective mechanism at headquarters for 
coordinating the activities of the various U.N. development agencies. 
We need to  make progress in these directions in order  to make sure 
tha t our aid dollars are bringing  the best possible results.

VI. OX ST RE NG TH EN IN G TH E GENERAL ASSEMBL Y

Fina lly, Mr. Chairman, may I  say just a few words about steps to 
strengthen the General Assembly.

Everybody who knows the U.N. knows there is a real need for 
drastic  overhauling of the Assembly’s machinery. With the addition  
of some 79 members dur ing the last 25 years, the Assembly—although 
it may have become more represen tative of the world community— 
has also become very large and unwieldy and no longer organized for 
effective action.

Clearly people are not going to take the world’s greatest delibera
tive body very seriously so long as it  is used as a p ropaganda forum 
for long and tedious debate rather  than  as a body to deal effectively 
with major issues.

With this in mind, the Commission recommends tha t our Govern
ment submit to the General Assembly a candid statement  about the 
basic reforms, both in organization and procedure, needed to make 
certain  that the Assembly will, in fact, be capable of handling the 
problems on its agenda.

As par t of this  package, we suggest tha t the General Committee of 
the  Assembly be reconstitu ted as a steering committee whose function 
it would be to serve as a continuous body with full authority to exer
cise firm control over the Assembly’s deliberations.

Among other things, the committee would “manage” the Assem
bly’s agenda, making recommendations about the items to be dis
cussed, including the allocation of time, the schedule for  their com
pletion, and related matters.  This  could do much to speed up the 
work of the Assembly.

There are , of course, many other reforms th at could be agreed upon. 
The Assembly’s committee struc ture needs to be overhauled—with 
one of the main committees being reconstituted as the Committee on 
Science, Technology, and the Environment.

Steps should be taken to stem the flood of U.N. documents and to 
preven t the p rolife ration of overlapping commissions and committees. 
Limita tions should be placed on debate both in the plenary sessions
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and in the main committees. But those matters  which should be considered—with our strong  encouragement—by the Special Committee on the Rationalization of the Procedures and Organization of the Assembly which the General Assembly created at its 25th session.

VII.  CONCLUDING COMMENTS

There are a good many recommendations in the r eport of  the Commission which I  would like to underline—such as those re lating to the work of the Internatio nal Court  of Justice and the important steps tha t might be taken to improve U.N. procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes—but time does not permit.I would like to add just a few words, however, about some of the relatively new problems th at are emerging which are of v ital interes t to the internationa l community.
The Commission believes the U.N. will prove its worth, in large measure, to the extent to which it can deal effectively with these new problems. To this end, the United States  should lend every assistance to the U.N.—in terms of equipment, financial support,  and organizational s tructu re—in its handling  of such problems as outer space, overpopulation, the seabed and the ocean floor, the internationa l hijacking of commercial airplanes, traffic in dangerous drugs, disaster relief, and the pollution of the environment. Successful handling of these problems could bring  new v itali ty to the U.N. and new confidence in its work.
There are two excerpts from the Commission’s report tha t I would like to quote in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, for I think these set the tone of the Commission’s thinking.
The undeniable achievements of the organization offer grea ter hope for internat ional cooperation than ever before in the history of man. But the serious defects in the U.N.’s ability to keep the peace, promote world-wide economic and social progress, and mainta in its effectiveness as a deliberative body must be corrected if the organization is to cope with the grea t challenges which the futu re holds.
This report identifies some of the presen t dangers and the difficulties which must be faced. Despite our dissatisfaction and our criticisms, we are firmly convinced tha t the U.N. is today more than ever indispensable to the security and welfare of all nations, whether they yet grasp tha t reality  or not. It  is in our national self-inte rest and in the interest of all states  to make the organization work.
I commend the report of  the President’s Commission to you for your careful consideration. I f only 20 percent of it s recommendations could be accepted and pu t into effect, I am sure we could make genuine progress in our quest for a better world order.Mr. F raser. Thank  you very much, Dean Wilcox.That is an excellent statement.
We are now a t the point I mentioned earlier at which we have about 10 minutes to go to the floor to vote. So we will have to  call a recess. We will be back either r igh t afte r th is vote or, if  it  turns out tha t the final vote will occur immediately, we may have to stay a lit tle longer.Mr. F relinghuysen. I  regre t t hat , Mr. Chairman,’ but we have no alternat ive.
It  has been an excellent statement.I also look forward  to hearing from Dr. Bloomfield.



Mr. F raser. 1 lie subcommittee will now recess for a shor t time.
(A brie f recess was taken.)
Mr. F raser. The subcommittee will come to order.
Our next witness is Prof . Lincoln Bloomfield, who for 11 years 

served in various capacities in the Depar tment  of State, part icularly  
in the field of United  Nations affairs.

His numerous books and articles on internat ional organiza tion and 
arms control have had g reat  influence both on public and official thin k
ing. He is the only witness in our current 2 days of hearings  who 
served as a member o f both the Lodge Commission and the Katzen- 
bach-UNA Commission.

Professor Bloomfield, we are delighted to have you here. Please 
proceed.

STA TEM ENT  OF PRO F. LINCOLN BLOOMFIELD, MASS ACHUSETTS
IN ST ITUT E OF TEC HNOLOGY; MEMBER OF LODGE AND KATZE N-
BACH COMMISSIONS

Professor Bloomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am honored to appear again before this subcommittee. I think 

it has a most important role to play at this part icular moment in 
history. Tha t role is to fill the gap between the kind of insights  in 
the two studies before you today, and the kind foreign policy ma
chinery a t the other  end of Pennsylvania Avenue.

The missing link is between the need for more mult ilatera l problem
solving and the often obsessive governmental preference for uni late ral
ism. The  legislat ive branch can make a unique contribut ion by closing 
tha t link.

In  this spiri t, I propose to talk about three th ings :
Firs t, you have asked me to say something about the “coalitions” 

idea, with some concrete examples of how i t might  work in practice.
Second, I would l ike to say a word about U.N. peacekeeping.
Fina lly, I would like to relate all this to decisionmaking within 

government, in the belief tha t unless certain fault s can be corrected, 
efforts such as the two panel repor ts—and your hearings—will repre 
sent addi tional  exercises in futil ity.

I hope, incidentally , tha t you will not allow the curren t d iplomatic  
crunch over Chinese represen tation to obscure the larger needs in 
multi lateral diplomacy and operations. I, myself, believe our policy 
should be one of universal representation in the U.N. including ail 
effectively government  pieces of real estate in the world. Any other 
approach to world organization is demonstrably absurd.

As the working group member within the Presidential Commission 
charged with doing the initial  dra ftin g on these par ticu lar recom
mendations, I may be pardoned for wishing tha t the administration  
had accepted not only our recommendation on seating Pek ing and 
keeping a seat for Taiwan, but also the principled basis fo r it, which 
wras the logic of universality—including al l the  divided states.

Instead, the China issue has been allowed to become an isolated test 
of st rength between those who like Chiang Kai Shek—and us—versus 
those who want to propitia te Mao Tse Tung at whatever cost, complete 
with what may be a self-fulfi lling prophecy tha t American support 
will shrink if we don’t have our way.
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Th is exercise symbolizes a chron ic con dit ion —the avo idance  of a str ate gica lly  co herent  a pp roach on such m at ters  in  f av or  of t he  tac tics  of  one or  anoth er game plan.
I might  ad d th at  I  am ind ebt ed to the  ea rli er  Hen ry  Ki ssinger for pe rsu ad ing me on th is point.
Ou r own need fo r str on ge r in tern at iona l insti tu tio ns  to dea l wi th problems inc rea sin gly  beyond ou r con tro l is ju st  too im po rta nt  to jeo pardize  by a series of  gam es of  chicken based on possibly miscalcul ate d domestic  p ressures .
I  now tu rn  to the  “coaliti ons” idea . I  sho uld  repo rt  th at the U.X.  Ass ociatio n is pr ep ar in g a fu rt her  backgrou nd pa pe r spell ing  out the  pro posal , whi ch I  un de rst an d will be mad e available to  you  sho rtly . W ha t follows  rep res ents ess ent ial ly my own views, thou gh  it wil l reflect some addit ion al sug ges tions by m y a ssoc iates  on t he  Katz enbach Panel .
The pro posal  fo r “co alit ions of  the law -ab iding ”, as T firs t call ed them—or “coa litions of the will ing” as H ar la n Cle veland  rech ris ten ed them—res ts on a few fund am en ta l notions.
To day we are,  by an d large,  sta lle d on dea d cen ter  i n the quest fo r a more sa tis fac tor y world  ord er.  Und er  the pre sen t system, real pr ogres s dep end s on agr eem ent  among cou ntr ies  whi ch on m ajor  m at ters  are  in disagr eem ent , an d indeed  fo r th at  reason req uir e a place to argue,  neg otiate , pro pagand ize , an d occasio nally act  in harmo ny.The wo rld  as  a whole i s c lea rly  not  re ady fo r a ny  g iant  ste ps t ow ard gr ea te r au thor ity  a nd  p ower at  the  center . Th ere  is sti ll no fund am en ta l consensus between systems, or  oft en  even betw een neig hbo rs.
I t  is possible th at  common people eve ryw here grasp more surely  th an  th ei r gov ernments  the im pe rativ e necessity  to do som eth ing  to reduce the  nu mb er o f w ars  in which  they  ge t ki lled, and the  elementa ry logic  in pooling  au thor ity  on pro blems over which  t hei r governments  seem to  have no rea l control—pro blems  such as gen era l arm s con trol and dis arm am ent, worldwid e po llu tion, reg ulati on  o f ou ter space  an d the seabeds, more equ itable  alloca tion of the wo rld ’s economic goods and resources, and be tte r rules fo r ha nd lin g the pe rpetua l squabbles between states.
But  governments eve ryw here are  unwi lling  to su rre nd er  au tho rity.  Moreover, w orld g overnment w ould creat e more problems than  it would  solve. I  see the need as a pr ag mat ic  one of findin g devices th at  can  overcome th is  fa ta l dile mm a o f u nfett ered  so vereignty  on the  one h and and the im pellin g need s of ou r tro ub led  plan et  on the other.
As I  hav e ind ica ted , obvious ly li ttl e or  no pro gre ss is possib le if  everyone mu st agree. Indeed , only lim ited pro gre ss is poss ible  where both the Un ite d State s and Sov iet Un ion  mu st agree. An d only some of  wh at  the y can  agree upo n can  be ca rri ed  out  if  all the oth er 130 or so countrie s mu st agree. Ho w can  we squ are  th is circ le ?
My suggested  solution fo r th is  was to break  the pro blem down, yet  sta y wi th in  th e U.N. frame wo rk.  I  pr opo sed  forming tem po rary  coalitions  of  those cou ntr ies  which see eye to eye on a specific  step which  does no t req uir e eve ryone’s ass ent  to sta rt in on. Th ey  wou ld bind  them selves in adv ance to acc ept  as def init ive an act ion  by an in te rna tio na l body.  They wou ld no t necessarily be bound toge ther  on an yth in g else. An d the  act ion  cou ld be tak en wi tho ut wa iti ng  fo r eve ryone else to chan ge th ei r pol itic s. But  it  wou ld tak e place wi thi n the
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The result hopefully would be to create what I called fragments of 
a community in a book in 1960—in which, to tell the t ruth , this idea 
was fi rst surfaced but not noticed. The proposed coalitions would be 
shift ing, temporary groupings—in effect, nonregional and even non- 
ideological blocks. Each might be composed differently, depending on 
the issue. But all would represent groups of countries which see a 
part icular issue as a way to build a f ragment of world order by pa y
ing the price of committing themselves in advance to accept as binding 
the results of the part icular vote or decision.

This brings us to the other  p art  of the proposal. The other side of 
the coin of coalitions is what might be called informal or unofficial 
weighted voting. One reason why Americans—correctly, in my opin
ion—mistrust U.N. General Assembly resolutions, however big the 
vote, is their tran sparent meaninglessness in many instances.

I do not need to  go over for you the ari thmet ic of  possible majority  
or two-thirds votes comprising only a tiny fraction of the world’s 
wealth, power, or responsibility. Even the Security Council, where 
votes are more reflective of ability to implement them, takes votes, 
part icularly  on the Middle East,  which are meaningless because a 
numerical majority can always carry  a vote condemning Israel, re
gardless of the merits.

Formal weighted voting has, for obvious reasons, little or no chance 
of be ing accepted by a U.N. majority. It  therefore  seemed to me that  
the only avenue to a breakthrough was by means of what might be 
called “unila terial  weighted voting.”

I  saw no reason why the United States—or a coalition of states 
agreeing to bind itself on a par ticu lar issue—could not specify in ad
vance the kind and size of vote in the Assembly or Security Council 
it would regard as decisive. If  the final vote really reflected a genuine 
and meaningful majo rity in terms of criteria we would specify in 
advance—strength, population, ability to contribute—then we could 
accept it as represen ting the true will of the international community, 
even if  it does not correspond to our exact preference.

We would in tha t case consider ourselves bound by it, and we would 
hope t ha t many others "would join us. In sum, on im portant matters, 
the clear benefits of  weighted voting could be informally introduced, 
but without  affecting anyone else’s rights , and without requiring a 
formal charter amendment.

The basic purpose of the proposal is to enable nations with the will 
to do so to move the institutions  of world order ahead on certain 
fronts,  if possible with assent by the Soviet Union (and China) but 
if necessary, and where it  is possible to do so, wi thout them.

Soviet-United States  cooperation remains the keystone of any real 
progress toward a sa fer and more tolerable world. But on some matters 
progress can be made outside tha t framework, but within the U.N., 
always with the hope, as I  said  in original ly advancing this proposal, 
tha t “others would gradually  come to see the common cause in our 
action, and the promise it  holds of actually moving away from words 
toward a working world order.”

Perhaps in this way we will reverse the pernicious trend toward  
ever greater unilateralism, narrow’ self-interest, and cynicism about 
internationa l law and order—a trend  to w’hich we have contributed 
our share.

Now some examples :
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1. Dispu tes  betw een sta tes: An  exa mple is the  qu arre l ove r fish ing  
righ ts  between the  Un ite d State s an d Ec ua do r (also P eru ).  The 
Uni ted State s cou ld announce its  wi llin gness  to  acc ept  in adv ance 
ter ms  of  s ett lem ent by the  In te rn at io na l Co ur t of  J us tic e, ei ther  in a 
con ten tious case or an  advisory  opin ion .

In  addit ion , like-m inded countrie s cou ld ann oun ce th ei r decis ion 
to  a ccept in  a dva nce  new gr ou nd  r ule s fo r te rr itor ia l wa ters, th e Con 
tin en ta l Sh elf , and the seabed, if  pas sed  by a vote  of  tw o- th ird s at  
the  several  for thc om ing  conferences on the law of the sea, inclu din g 
the o the r m ajor  mar itime  powers.

Ano ther  exa mple would be accepti ng  as def init ive  any in te rn at io n
all y agreed  p lan fo r set tlement of  such in tra ctab le  an d wa r-g en erat ing 
issues as Pa lest in ian refuge es and the sta tus of Ka sh mir,  giv en a siz 
able vote we would specify .

Pro f.  Da vid Kay  has sug ges ted  th e same fo rm ula fo r a badly  
needed  new regime fo r in te rn at iona l wa terways— inclu ding  the  
Pa na ma Canal.

2. Disa rm am en t: An  example here might  be the in te rp re ta tio n of 
disputed  or  ambiguou s agreem ent s such as the  1925 Geneva Pac t on 
chemical war fa re , if  pro nounced  u nanim ously  by the W or ld  Cou rt or  
by a th ree- fo ur ths vote  of the Ge neral  Assembly, inc lud ing  the  oth er 
gr ea t powers. A sim ila r approa ch  cou ld be take n to  legal or  po liti ca l 
disputes  concer nin g the  L im ite d Te st Ban  T reaty,  o r the Outer  S pac e 
Pa ct .

3. Peace-k eep ing : So lon g as it  does no t lessen chances  fo r the  
ind ispens able agreem ent  betw een Moscow and W ashing ton to im ple
me nt a ctu al U .N. operatio ns,  I  very m uch  su pp or t Amb ass ador C harle s 
Yo st’s example  (in  R obert  K le im an ’s New  Yo rk Tim es op. ed. ar tic le  
of  Septe mb er 19) of an ad hoc coali tion to move  ahe ad on ea rm ar k
ing of  troops, tr ai ni ng  prog ram s, an d financ ing , wi thou t aw ai tin g 
sup erp ow er agree me nt on guide line s. Guide lines are  only me an ingful  
if  the Un ite d State s and th e Sov iets  agree.  But  if  t hei r imp asse con
tin ues over b asic  ground rul es  fo r f utu re  peace-keeping,  we m ight  con
sid er  acc epting the res ult s of  a “coa lit ion” no t inclu ding  th e Un ite d 
St ates  if  agre ed  to  by  tw o- th ird s o f th e Se cu rity Council , in clud ing al l 
the oth er pe rm an en t mem bers . (I  a lso have  a no ther  sug ges tion on thi s 
subje ct below .)

4. Col lect ive Sec ur ity: Her e the  shoe begin s t o pin ch.  A major  step 
fo rw ard would  be to agree to  accept  Se cu rity Council  sanctio ns un de r 
ch ap te r V II  of  the U.N . Ch ar te r, Ar tic les  39, 40 an d 41 (that  is, e x
cep t fo r m ili ta ry  act io ns ), i f v oted by  tw o- th ird s o f th e S ecurity  Co un
cil,  inclu din g th ree o f the o ther  pe rm an en t members.

5. F in anci al: Eq ua lly  ha rd  fo r Ame ricans to  con tem pla te (but where 
do you st ar t in  imple me nting  ou r rh etor ic  about a more enlig hte ned 
wo rld  order  ?), we cou ld agree in  ad van ce t o accept U.N.  bu dg etary d e
cisions, if  tw o- th ird s of th e othe r m ajor  co ntr ibuto rs con cur red , and 
economic ass ista nce  pro gra ms , if  t hr ee -fo ur ths of  th e major  c on tri bu 
to rs  su pp or ted a decision r eq ui rin g new fund ing . Nichola s K atz enbach  
ha s elaborate d his ideas to  you on the  fir st p oin t.

Other  exa mples  suggested  by  some of my associates inc lud e coa li
tio ns  acc epting in  adv ance th e res ul ts of  factfin din g inq uir ies , or  on 
dis putes  concer nin g env ironm ental iss ue s; also sug ges tions to  ap ply it 
to agr eem ents l im iti ng  tran sfer s of con ven tional  arms, an d to e lements
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of the human right s field. As I said, I understand tha t there will be 
elaborated in a follow-on paper being prepared by the  U.N. Associa
tion.

T h is brings me to peacekeeping, which I single out in p art  because 
I have devoted much professional attention to it, and in pa rt because I 
take some responsibility for the rath er strong language in both the 
Presidential Commission repo rt and the U.N.A. Panel report. In  the 
so-called Lodge Commission report, we sai d:

As the American people become increasingly uneasy about any direct United 
States  involvement in overseas conflicts, multil ateral  substitu tes to defuse dan
gerous situations and keep local conflicts from escalating to wider war become 
an urgent necessity rather than a luxury. The Commission recommends th at the 
United States under take bold new init iatives to revitalize the peace-keeping and 
peace-making capabilities of the U.N.

We then said something I consider to be perhaps the most crus ial 
sentence in the entire r ep or t:

Most important in reversing the present unproductive trends in U.N. peace
keeping is a new at titu de among the  great  powers, including the United States, 
tha t should be based on the following elements :

Acceptance at all levels of decision-making of the importance of multi lateral 
substi tutes  for uni lateral involvement in local conflicts.

Other specifics followed. In  the final p art  of my statement , I shall 
have something to say about the decisionmaking.

In  the so-called Katzenbach Panel  report , we spoke of a U.N.—
Whose peace-keeping capabilities reflect what must now be counted as a first 

principle of world politics—that  unila tera l action, even by the strongest powers, 
is increasingly likely to be inconclusive abroad and unpopular at home.

Many of the recommendations in the U.N. report (and in our earlier 
U.N. panel report on “C ontroll ing Conflicts in the 1970’s”) correspond 
to those in the Lodge report. They rest on the same conviction tha t 
despite the obvious difficulties and hangups , new action is urgent ly 
needed in this area.

I am sure you are familiar  with the peacekeeping negotia tions, if 
they can be called tha t, which have been proceeding in a desultory 
fashion for several years between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. The chief issue which divides them, simply stated, is U.S. in
sistence on flexibility and authority  for the Secretary General in  car
rying out a peacekeeping mandate  from a U.N. organ; versus the 
Soviet Union’s “strict  construc tionist” insistence on oversight of peace
keeping operations  by the Security Council.

During the past couple of years, the stalemate has persisted. But 
occasional glimmers of light  have flashed through the diplomatic black
out. In  the spring of 1970 there were h ints tha t a compromise was 
possible. Tha t summer I was told in Moscow of “encouraging” devel
opments. But a year late r no thing  has really happened: so far  as can 
be seen, neither side has changed its position in any real way, or sat 
down again to serious negotiation  of remaining differences.

There are important differences between the two about control over 
peacekeeping operations. But  the differences lie along a scale, with 
absolute freedom of action at one end and absolute control at the 
other—which neither side is asking for. Thus the differences should 
be negotiable, although not easy to resolve.
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My point is t hat  this begins to sound like some other major East- West issues tha t for years looked insoluble but suddenly gave way when assigned a high enough priority.
Three cases in point are the A ustrian Peace T reaty  (10 years),  the  Limited Nuclear Test Ban (6 years) , and, most recently, agreements on the most sensitive of all—Berlin.
A key ingredient in all these was persistence plus elevating the matte r to the highest level—which has not been done with peacekeeping.Today, both in Washington and Moscow, my impression is tha t the U.N. peacekeeping item appears  on the top leadership agenda somewhere down between “What about South Afr ica?” and “How about a joint effort to spot forest fires from satellit es?”
Negotiations so far  have been between deputy U.N. delegates, on the basis of instruct ions draf ted by Assistant  Secretaries of State, at least on the American side. All are able and dedicated men. But they lack clout.
I would very much hope tha t before he goes to Moscow’ next May, Presiden t Nixon becomes convinced that  the iron logic of his Nixon doctrine makes U.N. peacekeeping a sheer necessity instead of the luxury it has been in the past.
What if he told Mr. Brezhnev that  a new sta rt on reliable and effective U.N. peacekeeping was on his top prio rity  list of United States-Soviet “musts,” right alongside SALT, balanced troop reductions in Europe,  and an interim  Suez Canal agreement (which may not be possible any way until something can be put  forward in the  way of reliable internationa l policing) ? I thin k it could cut the Gordian knot of peacekeeping with inestimable benefits for all.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, I hope you will indulge me with  a rather personal s tatement about panel reports, bureaucracies, and the acute difficulty in  changing official attitudes. Let  me add tha t the same is true of many governments, probably  including the Soviet Union. However, here we are speaking of the United States.
I believe one o f the reasons I  was honored with an invitat ion to testify  before your subcommittee was the fact  tha t I am the only individual who served on both the President ial Commission and the U.N.A.-U.S.A. Panel.  This probably means that  statist ically  I put  in more time and effort than anyone else involved to rethink these problems and try  to make useful and pract ical recommendations for policy action.
Perhaps I  am then  entitled to express to you twice the normal sense of futil ity and frus trat ion permitted  to those who served on only one of the panels. It  is not th at my own time and energies are t hat  important. I t is only tha t I  can perhaps speak for some others in wondering aloud if we are not in fact acting out an elaborate charade with little real meaning.
On the one hand, we have not only these two reports  but scores of other  efforts reaching  essentially the same conclusion about the need for a changed IT.S. posture toward  internationa l organization and multil ateral  approaches.
Sharing  this view, by the way, are many people within the Government. I  doubt th at they will—or should—testify to you of their  f rus tration and discouragement at the perpetual discounting of th eir view’s by the top command. I  find myself, incidentally, sympathetic  to both
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groups,  having lived and worked extensively with both. The execu
tive leadership, and many diplomatic and policy specialists who 
operate the policy machine are, despite thei r avowed intentions, per
petually crisis-bound. The ir role condemns them to inhuman work
ing hours, full in-baskets, endless cables and memoranda to read and 
meetings to attend , and no time for  introspection.

But there is another element to the problem th at is more insidious. 
I refer to the presence, even when the U.N. is showing signs of suc
ceeding in something, of  a pervasive cynicism within the Government 
about such efforts as the one you are reviewing today. Where anything 
crucially important to U.S. interests  is concerned, the U.N. is gener
ally the last place tha t U.S. decisionmakers will turn.

I do not mean the Bureau of Internat iona l Organization  Affairs 
in the State Department. I mean the people who make the real deci
sions in our Government. They tend on the basis of all the evidence 
to prefer  to handle the m atte r alone, bilate rally, o r at  most with  a few 
•close allies.

Confron ted wi th proposals to strengthen the U.N. or to mul tilateral 
ize one or another  matter, the most dedicated and high-minded Govern
ment official is still likely to react almost inst inctively with a posture 
th at  can only be described as at best “damage-limiting,’’ at worst totally 
negative.

This all reflects something even more fundamental in w hat might be 
called the “fo reign policy culture.” Typically , a proposal to take a hard 
line, or a narrow view of U.S. interests, is more often than not deemed 
“realis tic” and “reliable,” and enjoys high credibili ty among the “pros.”

On the contra ry, to advocate cooperative action and compromise, or 
to advocate accepting a majo rity judgment , or being taken to court, 
generally brands  one as unreliable, unrealistic, soft, and not to be taken 
seriously in the highest councils. If  this sounds stark , I can only say 
it is the result of 25 years  partic ipation on both sides of tha t culture.

The practical result for  us here is that , while some individual items 
may well be plucked from these two panel reports for implementation, 
its overall thru st and spirit will induce approximately the same reac
tion in the decisionmaking levels of government as do injunctions 
in church to love thy neighbor, tu rn  the other cheek, and in general 
shape up morally.

This situation is so ingrained, and the attitudes it reflects, so per 
sistent, that i t is worth asking whe ther those who serve on panels about 
streng thening the U.N. are not living  in some kind of dream world, 
perpetually detached from reality.

It  is tempting to draw tha t conclusion. The world is a desperately di 
vided and chaotic place and so, consequently, is the  U.N. Deep cleav
ages persist between East and West, North  and South. Why waste one’s 
valuable time with a line of policy reasoning tha t is h ard  to imple
ment, runs counter to short-term trends , and exposes one to ridicule?

The answer is inescapable. It  is tha t the hard-headed, unila teral,  
close-to-the-chest, keep-all-your-options-open approach of the “reali st” 
has in fact become unrealist ic because it is increasingly out of keeping 
with the nature  of the external problems this  Nation faces.

The truly hard-nosed advice may well be tha t which recommends 
inte rpre ting  the nationa l interest far more broadly  by taking bold 
moves to pool authori ty, and giving a new lead in cooperative rath er 
than  un ilateral directions.
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Hav in g gotten th is off my chest, I mu st say th at  wh at I have descr ibed reflects, in par t at  leas t, a technica l pro blem ar is ing from  the  way the  U.S . Government  fun ctio ns.  While tin ke rin g with  orga niza tio n ch ar ts and titl es is o fte n a way  to avo id solvin g a problem ra th er  than  deali ng  w ith  it, fo r the  reasons I hav e sta ted I  fu lly  su pp or t the  recommenda tion  in the  UN A- U. S.A.  repo rt to up grad e the Assis tan t Secre tar y of State  f or  I nt er na tio na l Or ga niz ati on  Affa irs  to  a  Deputy  Un derse cre tar y rank . Ther e, even i f th e in cum ben t is sti ll au tom atical ly mist ruste d as sof t by “toug h-mind ed ” mem bers  of the burea ucrac y, his views can not  be ign ore d as the y have so o fte n been in the pas t.
Bey ond  th is,  howeve r, I  be lieve  we can rel ate  th e p ere nn ially  insufficient, sta te of mul til ate ra l th in ki ng  i n g overn me nt to  th e del ine , i f not  demise , of the  lon g-r ange  po lic y-pla nn ing  function. Th ere is much new org aniza tio n to o per ate  m ore efficien tly a nd  ev alu ate  opt ions  more sys tem atic ally . Bu t at  a more p rim ar y level where  one re th inks  und er ly ing assumptio ns, makes  de tac hed ap praisa ls  of the situa tio n, and reexam ines lon g-held  appro aches—in sho rt, does bas ic pol icy pl an ning —the  St ate De pa rtm en t pol icy  plan ning  func tio n ha s been dr as tic all y cu rta ile d and it  is no t c lea r t hat  this  es sential  t ask is being pe rformed elsewhere.
My hunch is th at  i f we are  ever to  g et off th e dime, t hi s may be one plac e t o take  a ha rd  look. I  am plan ni ng  to do a s tud y of  th is  question in the ne ar  fu ture , because I  am  gr ippe d wi th  the  rec urr ence of th is notion when one looks fo r any  new direct ion s in governm ent action.
Here I  can only  sta te  an inf orme d guess  th at  a quasi -independent and inf lue nti al poli cy pl an ning  st aff  m igh t help to res tor e t he  balance  and su pp ly  the sort of con tinuous bu ilt -in  cha llenges  an d org ani zed  mind-blow ing  that  is needed to ge t us on to new, high er  g rou nd. Tha t is wha t the busy , opera tio na l, an d pa roc hia l burea ucrac ies  o f g overn me nt  nee d m ost a nd  enjoy leas t. I t  mu st be done inhouse,  an d i t m ust  be set up  in  way s the op era tors wi ll resp ect  because it  is well inform ed, and bac ked  by th e e nth us ias tic  su pp or t of t he  P resid en t and Secre tar y of State .
Fi na lly , T wou ld urge  th at  th e Pr es iden t set up  the kind  of non

pa rti sa n adv isory grou p reco mmended by the Lodge  Commission to ensure  fol low up on th is  ran ge  of  issues, and to br ing before the Govern men t and the publi c a conti nu ing  per spectiv e on the un fo ldi ng  pro blem of  wh at someone has ap tly call ed “the glob al vil lag e.”
Such an advi sor y grou p s hou ld hav e th e inva ria bly un po pu lar fun ctio n of pre ssi ng  in responsibl e ways fo r official att en tio n to policy changes th at  an executive insti nc tiv ely  prefers not to confront.
I  wo uld  close by emp hasiz ing  mv convic tion  th a t th e peop le who run  governments, at  l eas t ou r own, are  ne ith er  malevolent no r stu pid , desp ite  a distu rb ingly widesprea d opinion to the contr ary.  For  my 

money, the y a re people  who are b oth  br ig ht  an d devoted t o th e national we ll-b eing as t hey see it .
T believe the Nixon ad min ist ra tio n has m ade  some su bstan tia l gains in fo re ign affa irs. Bu t the add ed ingred ien t th at  is needed is to over

come wh at the Pr es iden t rec ently  call ed our fa ilu re  of  nerve. I  am af ra id  he was t hink ing of  n erve in the  sense of ac tin g un ila tera lly , if  
nece ssary, in defense of  w ha t is con stru ed as the  na tio na l interest.
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I, myself, would like to see a recovery of the nerve to imagine bold 
and creative designs for a more unified and cooperating world, and 
then have the courage to push them toward reality.

I and my associates in both Panels have tried to suggest some means 
of converting our nobel rhetoric to action, in ways th at protect both 
our interests and our pocketbook. It remains true tha t without vision 
the people will perish. But with only vision and no followthrough, 
idealism becomes hypocrisy.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much for a very provocative statement, 

Professor Bloomfield.
Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think maybe you should have begun the discussion.
I. too, should like to commend both witnesses for very articulate and  

stimulating  statements.
I must say that  I find myself in an area tha t interests me very much.
I am not sure, Dean Wilcox, first of all, what the proposal with re

spect to microstates would do. Would it have the result of limit ing ad
missions to the U.N. that  have been made this year ?

How are you going to sta rt differentia ting at this stage between 
those who have already been admitted  and those who still want 
admission ?

In other words, it  seems to  me we are so far  down the line tha t we 
are crying over sp ilt milk to say microsta tes should not be given full  
qualifications as members because they don’t have the  capacity , finan
cial or otherwise, to behave as full-fledged members.

Dr. W ilcox. You certainly raise the central question in th is respect, 
Mr. Frelinghuysen.

The fact is, however, there are a great many pa rtia l states or b its of 
real estate floating around the international community, some of which 
might well opt for membership in the U.N.

In our Commission, there  was a question raised as to whether it 
w ould be advisable to put some kind of population limit on states tha t 
might  be admitted from here on out. Someone suggested a ha lf million 
as the lower limit. I,  like you, raised what I thought was a very logical 
question: How can we now penalize entities tha t have not yet received 
their independence and say to them in effect tha t even though they 
have a population of 200.000 or 800,000 they can’t become a member 
when some other s tate did 6 or 8 years ago with a population of only 
90,000?

In other words, the fact tha t there are certain  entities now in the 
organiza tion below 100,000 would suggest tha t it wTould be difficult 
indeed to take action tha t would be prejudicial to any small states 
tha t might seek admission in the future. This is the basic question that 
I th ink we face in this regard.

I still think  it would be desirable to try  to convince these small 
entities that  really cannot afford membership in the United Nations, 
tha t they could have an associate membership in which capacity they 
could have some of the pr ivileges and benefits without being involved 
in, for instance, the assessment process where they would have to  con
tribute fa irly  large sums of money to the U.N. budget.
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So, like you, T am torn by th is dilemma—torn between pract icality on the one hand and idealism and ethical considerations on the other hand.
I think the recommendations of the Commission are  fair ly modest in this regard. It  would be a mat ter of trying to persuade states to take reasonable action and not press for membership when in fact they are really not qualified for it.
Mr. F relingtiuysen. D id the Commission consider the possibility of try ing  to persuade states th at are already in the U.N. to accept an associate membership ?
Are you trying to lock the barn  door afte r the horse has been stolen ? Tha t is not the right image. Are you try ing  to get the horses out t hat  are in ? Wouldn’t tha t be a more practical way of strengthening the U.N. than to try  to reduce the number that come in hereafter ?Dr. W ilcox. I  think it would. Bu t once you have gotten your status as a sovereign state established, once you have been listed as a member of the U.N. and you have full  rights and privileges, it would be perhaps more difficult to give those up.
Air. F relinghuysen. So you abandon tha t as in impract ical idea?It  must represent a very substan tial burden on them and give them relatively little except some kind of diplomatic status. There would not be too much loss in accepting a change of status if it did mean a lesser financial load and the benefit of an associate membership without the burdens of full membership.
Dr. W ilcox. I admit tha t the Commission was groping in the dark here. They saw the problem. They wanted to do something about it. They wanted to encourage our Government to take action to prevent this constant increase in membership, part icula rly when states do not have the population or the natu ral resources to qualify  for  membership.
We straddled the issue and came up with a kind of compromise proposal. Moral suasion is the  principal  factor involved. Whether you can get states now in the U.N. to renounce the ir membership is a more difficult problem. I doubt if we can do that.
Air. Frelingtiuysen. If  we could go back 20 years and establish more rigorous rules about applicants, the U.N. would be a lot bette r off. The problem is what can we do about it now ?I am not sure it will have an impact one way or the o ther on the  usefulness of the U.N. to have as members a lo t of the states tha t have a fraction of the population of my own congressional district .Dr. Wilcox. I  share your concern about this. The fact was that  a good many members of the Commission felt very strongly about it and they wanted to do something. This seemed to be the best kind of recommendation they could come up with.
Mr. F reltngiiuysen. Turning  to another point, you talked about the possibility of developing a stronger peace-keeping role for the U.N. and the possibility of doing something with observers.I am still obsessed with the fact tha t India  and Pakistan represent such a problem. I am just back from that  area. Here is a practical  situation where it seems to me the U.N. should be useful and where the parties concerned should recognize its usefulness. But the Ind ians  were so sensitive about any kind of international  presence on their  border,. I fe lt a little bit naive raising the subject.
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If  you have that kind of situation , it seems to me you are s trictly 
limited unless there is a full willingness and recognition.

We can be glad tha t the Pakis tanis  at least have accepted a role for 
the United  Nations in distribution of food for the prevention of 
famine.

I see in the  paper today tha t apparently  not much progress has been 
made regarding the suggestion th at observers he placed on the Pak i
stan side of the  border. You would think th is might be somewhat help
ful in allaying fears and reducing tensions even if it could not be 
done on both sides.

Again when you get down to the practicalities you run into under
standable problems. So I don’t think  it is cynical and hypocritical for 
the United States not to look automatically to the U.N. for the solu
tion of anything. The tru th  is that they have no t solved anything.

That  is no excuse for us not to t ry to make it useful, to forget i t and 
set i t aside as a mechanism tha t has atrofied or part ially atrofied. I t 
is our  own fault, to a degree, t ha t it is not more useful.

This is what worries me about Professor Bloomfield’s suggestion 
about a coalition. It  is not the willing tha t are the problem. I t is the 
nonwilling.

I think you, yourself, said, Professor Bloomfield, tha t the  crux of a 
successful coalition appears to be like-minded countries. The problems 
really don’t depend on like-minded countries. It  is not the United 
States that creates the financial bind that the U.N. is in.

How can you get a coalition of countries tha t aren’t in agreement 
about what should be done with respect to the U.N. resolving a prob
lem tha t is created by those who do not agree ? How is a coalition going 
to be effective in an area like that ?

Professor Bloomfield. Fi rst  of all, I would not put my own pro
posal very high. My own description of it is a poor idea, but no worse 
than any other I  have heard.

Mr. F relingiiuysen. I  would not be so uncharitable as to describe 
it t hat  way.

Professor Bloomfield. I  thought if  I said tha t, no one could say any
thing worse about it. I think I may disagree with you in my feeling 
tha t there are situations in which the United States has felt frus
trated because of the struc ture of voting, because of the structure of 
consensus, unanimity and the rest of it.

One area is preparations for  peacekeeping where the whole thing  
is hung up because it  was correctly understood tha t the central issue 
lay between the United States and the Soviet Union as to whether the 
Secretary General should have flexibility and administra tive auth or
ity in carry ing out a mission, as the United  States has urged, or 
whether the Security Council should have oversight over the whole 
process, as the Soviet Union has urged.

In the meantime, the lack of capabilities of the U.N. to move in a 
hurry, let us say, to develop a new force in the Sinai, which seems to 
me. a real possibility, and perhaps, as I  suggested, a sine qua non for 
an agreement there—and you will find some people in the Government 
who will say the  same thin g—has been due to the fact tha t everyone 
is waiting for  the Americans and the Russians.

The coalitions proposal is tha t you stop waiting and make progress, 
but only in those areas tha t are not in contention. There is no reason
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why additional states cannot take action to earmark forces, cr develop 
satellite communications, in  a way th at could be made available in a 
hur ry even if  never p ut to a formal vote in the U.N. now.

Anothe r example of where I  may disagree with you is the Connally 
amendment. Here T don’t th ink it has been only the United States  tha t 
has been with the “good guys.” Here  is a case that we led the way 
with a “coalition” tha t took the teeth out of the compulsory juri s
diction article  of the statute  o f the W orld  Court, and about 50 or 60 
countries followed us with the ir domestic jurisdiction  clauses or some
thing like them.

I have in mind reversing that  process.
Mr. F relinghuysen. T am not talk ing about the Connally amend

ment. I am saying tha t we have probably done more than others to 
utilize the U.N. rather than  to bypass it. We would have dumped 
Vietnam on the U.N. if they would have taken it. but we recognized 
they would not take it.

I think  we blew life in the U.N. with respect to the situation in 
Eas t Pakistan. Lord knows, there should be a standby  capacity to 
respond to an impending disaster.

It  was a U.S. initiative without question tha t resulted in tha t 
assumption by the U.N. of powers tha t they may not have legally but 
which are probably not going to be challenged—at least we hope 
they will not be challenged.

I don’t thin k we need to be defensive. There are practica l reasons 
why we don’t turn to  the U.N. for resolving something of consequence 
where there is disagreement and where our own vital interests  are at 
stake. To hand over to others responsibil ity fo r working out a solution 
of the Panama Canal situation, regardless of our own view, strikes 
me as giving up something for what might well be a “pig  in a poke.” 
T don’t thin k it is any surprise that we are cautious about this 
approach.

To get back to the financial situation, how would a coalition of like
minded countries resolve the financial problem? We can point the 
finger of blame, but the present deadlock is because the finger of blame 
has been pointed. Now we are try ing  to find a formula where no 
blame is assessed but which brings in the dollars to get them over the 
crisis.

Tha t is not an easy th ing to do. How can one get around the fact 
tha t money is needed for operations of which the  Soviet Union and 
France disapproved?

Dr. W ilcox. To come back to the  first part of the question that Mr. 
Frelinghuysen addressed to us, the fact is that the extreme sensitivity 
of states and their emphasis upon sovereign rights and all makes it  
extremely difficult, as you say, to get them to be willing to turn over 
thei r disputes to the United Nations.

When the  United  Nations was established and chapter 6 and chapter 
7 of the  charter were developed, there  was a g reat  hope t ha t w ith the 
implementation of the sanction system provided in the char ter tha t 
the states would turn  to the peaceful procedures set for th in chapter 
6 and in the statute  of the World  Court.

But it has been this sensitivity, this very strong  feeling of nation
alism, tha t has held states back. They have not been wil ling to turn
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over their disputes to other people and other  organizations for settlement. They want to hold onto them, themselves.
As you know, we get all kinds of statements about the peaceful settlement of disputes from India, for example, and from many oth er countries. Yet, when it comes to finding a solution for the various di fferences in which they are involved, like th at in Kashmir, they resort to their own devices. They do no t bring  them to the United  Nations for settlement.
It  is a sad thing, b ut i t is true . This is one of the  great trends of th is period in history  we are going through.  States don’t resort to the World  Court, they don’t go to the Security Council with th eir d isputes because they would r ather tr y to  work out a more favorable sett lement on their  own.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. But  you are undermining Professor Bloomfield’s own contention and really supporting  my position, I think. Th at is, how are you going to get the intrac table  decisions subjected to a peaceful coalition ? I t astonished me to hear the asser tion tha t Kash mir would be susceptible to a solution by this approach, or the Palestinian refugees.
It  is not th at it would not be good for world order to get both these things resolved. Bot how would a coalition of like-minded countries be assembled to dispose of the problems of Kashmir  ?
Professor Bloomfield. May I  t ry  to address some of those points, because I think they are really  very central to this issue. I share  much of your own view on this, but let us sta rt with Vietnam. I don’t think  this we should let slip.
Mr. F relinghuysen. I never should have brought it  up.Professor Bloomfield. Perha ps not.
In  1966, when the U.S. Government finally went to the U.N., I think  th e reasons are quite obvious why people around the U.N. were not willing to get onto tha t part icu lar  piece of flypaper.
For one thing, three of the partie s to the war were not members o f the U.N. and I would say they were not members because of American policy, I wish we could go all the way and get all the people in that we disagree with, like  the North Vietnamese, so tha t we can finally use this Organization for such things.
But  I think with Vietnam it was always a nons tarte r because of the absence of China and North Vietnam and South Vietnam from the Organiza tion.
So far  as the Panama Canal is concerned, there is no regime for  international waterways. Our closest allies went to war in 1956 over the Suez Canal, and my colleague and I  did not get to sleep for  weeks on tha t crisis. There  was no regime for internationa l waterways.If  tha t is something tha t could be developed, it  would apply  to the Suez Canal and the Straits  of Tiran and the Panam a Canal and Malacca Straits. On the latter, there could even be a war before we are through, because 91 percent of Japanese oil supplies go th rough  those very narrow strai ts coming from the Middle Eas t to Japan.
So .1 would argue that it is very much in the American interest to thin k of ground rules for internationa l oversight of waterways which have as much internationa l use as this.
Mr. Frelixghuysen. I am in thorough agreement on this.
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Professor Bloomfield. It is not just our giving away the Panama 
Canal. I think  this general proposal might be of g reat value to us.

Finally, Dean Wilcox mentioned the Court. Secretary  Rogers took 
what I thought was a very constructive step in announcing that  the 
United States was going to try  to bring new business to the Court. 
The inevitable implication must be tha t we are going to take to the 
Court something tha t we have an interest  in;  otherwise, it would he 
the sheerest hypocrisy for us to expect everyone else to bring  their 
problems to the Court.

So far  as Kashmir is concerned, there was agreement years ago 
there should be a plebiscite in Kashmir.  3\fy own view is tha t unless 
there is tha t plebiscite in Kashmir, there will be a continuing war. 
That plebiscite was recommended by the U.N. If  we believe in self- 
determination, tha t sort of finding should be given much more cre
dence.

I would not include in the proposal those matters where you are 
having a headbutt ing session between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. There is no way to  place those before the U.X. But I would 
not give up on the list of other matters th at one might consider, with 
every safeguard possible, with the aim of seeing if one can’t make 
some headway by this means.

Mr. F relinghuysen. You dispose of the Kashmir question by say
ing a decision has already been made for a plebiscite. You have not 
mentioned the fact tha t Indi a is not about to submit to a plebiscite. 
Therefore, there is no solution, in spite of the fact that  world opinion 
is very much in favor of one.

So it has not resolved anything. I t perhaps has pointed a finger in a 
certain direction.

Professor Bloomfield. May I say one more thing about this?
Mr. F relinghuysen. I am really t ryin g to provoke you to say more.
Professor Bloomfield. It  is a very impor tant colloquy, Mr?Chair 

man, because it is precisely on things like this where we are caught be
tween the sides. As Congressman Frelinghuysen said, everyone was 
for this plebiscite, but it was not a decision, it was a recommendation. 
But until  there  is self-determination, for instance, in Kashmir, for the 
Palest inian refugees, and perhaps  for the people on Taiwan, there 
will be the danger of new or continuing wars.

What I would like to have seen is a decision that  India is not the 
sovereign auth ority over Kashmir , and tha t Kashmir has an ambigu
ous international status in the same sense as Taiwan.

It is probably too late for that  now. But my point is tha t this was a 
judgment tha t had no standing. I think, retrospectively, tha t the 
world would be better off if  there had been such a thing as a coalition 
of states tha t s aid: “All righ t, if th ree-quarters  of the Security Coun
cil recommends that this is the solution, and if that includes four of the 
permanent members, the U.X. will consider this to be the definitive 
legal status of that a rea.”

Mr. F relinghuysen. We have not blocked a plebiscite. You sound 
as if we were doing the blocking. W hat we are talk ing about is really 
the futi lity  of U.X. actions, whether they are simply in the form of 
resolutions or something that seems to have some bite.

What good has the U.X. done in t rying to reassert ju risdic tion over 
Xamibia? Nothing, except to prove they don’t have the capacity to 
force decisions where they don’t have the  power to  enforce them.
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The same thing  appl ies to Kashmir except for the opprobrium tha t 
India  might be subiected to. They don't have any power simply to say, 
“Ind ia, move out.'’

Professor Bloomfield. I would not generalize on this, Mr. Freling- 
lniysen and Mr. Chairman. May I counter with another example: the 
November 1967 resolution on the Middle East;  it had no force. Yet, 
everyone acknowledges tha t anyth ing resembling a solution has got 
to conform to the basic structure of that resolution.

Now, you can say, “Well, they passed a resolution and nothing has 
happened,’' and indeed that is true of most of the things  the  U.N. has 
done, including a resolution back in 1951 tha t the Suez Canal should 
be opened to all countries.

There is no enforcement power, and I don't foresee any enforcement 
power. But I do foresee taking more seriously certain specific things, 
and the resolution on the Middle East is being taken seriously by 
everyone at the moment, except the parties.

Mr. F relixghuysex. You are being cynical in saying that . I would 
say i t has had an im pact on all the parties, including Israel.

Professor Bloomfield. I am glad you said tha t, because I  believe it.
Mr. F relixgiiuysex. I am not saying there isn’t a role for the  U.N.

I am a supporte r of the U.N. I am saying there is reason for some of 
the  doubts and skepticism and even cynicism, because of the p ractical
ity of the question.

I have one final question. I  can’t res ist asking Dean Wilcox whether 
he was talk ing with his tongue in cheek when he said the General 
Assembly was the world’s greates t deliberative body. I thought  the 
Congress of the United States  was, and I think you could even have 
your tongue in cheek if you said that.

Dr. W ilcox. I  could have said “the grea test deliberative body in the 
world.” "What I said was “the world’s greatest deliberat ive body.” The 
Congress is not a world deliberative body. It  is a deliberative body 
of the  Uni ted States of America.

Mr. Frelixgiiuysex. It  is grea t in the sense t ha t there is not any 
other, rather  than measuring  it  as a useful instrument.

Dr. W ilcox. Yes. By comparison with other national  legislatures, 
we would have to say it is probably the greates t deliberative body in  
the world.

I say, on the other  hand, the U.N. is the world’s greatest delibera tive 
bodv, if you get the distinct ion.

Mr. F relixghuysex. Thank you very much for tha t elucidation.
I)r. Wilcox. The emphasis is on words. I  agree with you—the Con

gress is the greates t deliberative body in the world.
Mr. Fraser. I would like to note the fact tha t we are honored to 

have with us a Member of the Swedish Parliament, the Honorable  
Swen Gustafson, who I thin k is a t the U.N. as pa rt of the Swedish 
delegation. We are delighted to have you here, and we appreciate 
your s itting in with us.

Professor Bloomfield, your idea of an Under -Secre tary for Multi
latera l Affa irs, is not. I gather, a new idea ? I  have heard something of 
this kind, I think, before.

Professor Bloomfield. Mr. Chairman, I would rather  not take re
sponsibil ity for tha t part icular idea, although I did say tha t I now 
think it is something tha t makes sense. It  was in the recommendations 
of the U NA-USA Panel report.
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As I said before, I am quite skeptical of the constant upgrading 
of jobs, and thinking  you are going to deal with a substantive problem, 
or problem of attitudes , by new boxes on the chart. And also, I  am 
sitting next to a former Assistant Secretary of State,  and I wouldn’t 
want to be construed as saying t ha t they have no authority .

I do think tha t i t is true—and Dr. Wilcox may disagree w ith me— 
tha t Assistan t Secretaries for Inte rnat iona l Organization Affairs— 
I think I served under five—typically have less credence, credibility, 
or clout in the bureaucracy than  most. It  may be precisely for the 
reason th at Congressman Frelinghuysen so eloquently a rticulated be
fore. I t is not a losing battle, but i t is a tough one. There  are plenty of 
good arguments tha t can be made why you should not move in the 
direction of strengthening tha t position.

However, if you th ink as I  do th at the unila teral approach is ge t
ting  more bankrup t than it  used to be, and tha t mult ilateral approaches 
good, bad, or indifferent, are almost inescapable in an increas ing num
ber of areas, then perhaps you should digni fy tha t insight with a 
symbolic office. I think Nick Katzenbach, who served as Under  Secre
tary of State, agrees with my proposition  tha t where the man sits 
around the table in the Government is extremely impor tant.

If  he has the t itle of “Under Secretary,” at least he will be listened 
to : he cannot be shunted aside.

The typica l instinct not to  go the  m ultila teral  route, unless it hap 
pens to be something overwhelmingly obvious, would then  not always 
dominate decisions.

This  is what  I am t ryin g to get at. If  by  calling a man a Deputy 
Under Secretary—perhaps that  would be the  compromise—you could 
elevate the function to where economic affairs were elevated aft er the 
war, it would perhaps accomplish the same desirable end.

In  the Lodge Commission, we discussed the NSC staff and pres iden
tial assistants, and the question of whether something should be rec
ommended there. I f I  am not mistaken, the United Nations  is the part - 
time concern o f one of Henry Kissinger’s rather large staff if I am 
correct, part time  of one man is thus  all tha t is devoted there on a 
steady basis to this range  of issues.

I myself th ink th at is one of the problems. If  you have more people 
who have the ear of the highes t level, who at least can advance the 
multi lateral option so tha t it can be argued down—because it is a 
very unpopular  option—then it seems to me a t least you have made 
some progress in moving forward.

Mr. F raser. Dean Wilcox, what  is your view about the suggestion?
Dr. Wilcox. I  t hink  the re is some logic, Mr. Chairman, in the idea 

of elevating the role of Assistan t Secretary in the U.N. area. I  won’t 
suggest tha t he be made an Under Secretary, but perhaps a Deputy  
Under Secretary, because the job involves a good deal of coordination. 
It  is one of gett ing a consensus out of the  Department on a variety  of 
problems that affect a number of the Bureaus in the Department. ”

The Bureau of Economic Affairs, the Legal Adviser’s Office, the 
Bureau of Middle Eastern Affairs, and the Bureau of European 
Affairs, for example, all may be involved in  working out some kind o f 
solution or compromise with respect to a par ticu lar m ultilatera l prob
lem. The Assistant Secretary in charge of United  Nations Affairs
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has a certa in amount of responsib ility in tr ying to pul l these things to 
gether  insofa r as they relate to problems dealt with by the United 
Nations.

Mr. Fraser. Isn ’t he an equal at the moment ?
Dr. W ilcox. Y es; he has equal status, according to the Hoover Com

mission repo rt on the  Federal Government and according to the inter
nal regulations of the Departm ent. H e has equal status as a policy offi
cer along with the Assistant Secretaries in charge of the different 
geographic areas.

But his role is often one of coordinating and try ing  to get divergent 
views melded into an agreed-upon policy. There might be some real 
advantage, in the development of an effective m ultilatera l approach 
to world problems, if  his status were upgraded a bit. I thin k i t would 
be quite impossible to get him pegged at the Unde r Secretary level, 
but there  are several Deputy Under Secretaries now, and this might 
be possible, although I  am sure there would be a good deal of opposi
tion to any such move on the part of the Assistant Secretaries for  
geographic areas.

Mr. F raser. I  am not familiar with the way in which these posts are 
created. Could this be done by statute ?

Dr. Wilcox. I  believe you would have to have legislative authority  
to increase the number of Assistant  Secretaries or Under Secretaries. 
When you get to the presidential  appointee level, you have to have a 
peice of legislation author izing  it.

Mr. F raser. I would be interested in ident ifying  the recommenda
tions contained in the two reports which would require legislation for 
implementation.

I am not ta lking about a resolution tha t migh t urge the Pres ident  to 
do something, but a recommendation that would require congressional 
action just  to make it  happen—like this, I gather. Tha t might be use
ful because i f we are to follow these recommendations it  may be tha t 
we should separate  the two groups so th at those tha t would require 
legislative  action m ight  get more immediate at tention, since we would 
have to be involved. The executive, on the other  hand, might act on 
its own with respect to other recommendations where we are not 
involved.

This  is not something we should  ask you to help us on. Maybe we 
should find other resources for this purpose.

Dr. Wilcox. Mr. Chairman, I would be willing to be of help in th is 
respect. I n view of the pressures of time I would find it  difficult to do 
the entire job.

Air. F raser. I doubt tha t there are very many tha t require legis
lative action.

Dr. Wilcox. That  is true. I don’t think  there are very  many of th e 
proposals that would require legislative action on our part .

I would like to associate myself with what  Dr. Bloomfield said about 
the seeming fut ility of commission activities. Very often our Govern
ment is inclined to appoint  a commission when a tough problem arises, 
and then afte r a number of interested citizens get together to study  the 
problem and make recommendations not very much happens.

There are some really  very good recommendations in the repo rt of 
the Pres iden t’s Commission and I would like to see our Government
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take some positive action. I would hope tha t this committee could 
lend its influence in the direction of forward movement so tha t at 
least the best of these recommendations are  given some momentum as a result of your interest.

I don't mean to say tha t you should pass a lot of legislation, at this 
stage, but if you could do anyth ing to encourage th eir  acceptance by 
the executive b ranch and late r on th eir implementation by Congres
sional action or by negotiations  or  watever other means are necessary, 
it would be very help ful. I honestly feel, after working on this repor t 
rather assiduously for a rath er long time, tha t there are a good many 
constructive proposals in it, and it would be very helpful from the 
point of view of our  country and the  U.N. i f we could get some recog
nition of this fact in the  executive branch so that we could move f or
ward on a rather wide front to strengthen the organization.

Mr. F raser. I  think our subcommittee would be interested in follow
ing these as vigorously as possible. But because of the large number 
of them I think we have to get some appreciation for priorities. There 
may be a number of considerations. There may be some that  are riper  
for possible approval  in the executive branch, with some encourage
ment on our par t, than  others. So i f there were a way to factor these 
considerations out and establish some kind of prio rity  ranking,  it 
would be most helpful .

For a long time I  have thought, fo r example, that the Panama Canal 
should come under  U.N. control. I t seems to me it  is pe rhaps the most 
suitable of all prospects tha t international waterways should be con
trolled by international bodies. T would think,  as I read the papers 
now. that the U.S. effort to maintain  sovereignty down there is going 
to come under increasing strain . I had understood tha t we had posed 
in our bilateral  negotiations  with Panama tha t the second canal at 
the end of 50 years or some period of time would in fact  come under 
interna tional  control. T am not sure i f tha t was in the proposed dra ft 
or not. And this would begin to give the U.N. something solid, and 
possibly a revenue source.

But then we have in the Congress here a constituency fo r the integ
rity of the Panama Canal as an integral  part of the United States 
that  is very determined. I don’t know if you have a comment on th at 
par ticu lar question or not—the Panama Canal.

Dr. Wilcox. I do not. really. I  realize th at it is a verv controversial 
question and one which is closely related in the minds of a lot of people 
to the sovereignty of the United States and the necessity for  maintain
ing a strong defense posture.

Personally T would like to see the  United Nations responsibility in 
the regime of interna tional  waterways developed, because there are in 
the world a good many strategic waterways tha t give rise to rather  
serious differences among nations.

If  some progress could be made in this direction. T think  it  would 
do much to ease international tensions and encourage the peaceful 
settlement of disputes.

T would even be willing to enter into some kind of international  
arrangement  with respect to the Panama Canal. I foresee increas ing 
difficulties in the years t ha t lie ahead of us in mainta ining  our position 
in the canal area and perhaps this is one instance where we would do
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well to cooperate with  the inevitable and  actually encourage the devel
opment of an interna tional regime.

Actually this might be one of those situations where we could make 
real progress in international relations by setting  an example. Cer
tain ly we could create a grea t deal of good will, if we would take a 
step which we may have to take later anyhow—take it before we are 
compelled to take it and do it  graciously and with good will.

We will certainly create more capital in terms of favorable public 
opinion tha t way than if we are pushed into something—which is too 
often the case in our internationa l relationships—we are reluctant to 
accept.

In  my judgment two conditions would have to be met before we 
would move to place the Panama Canal under internationa l super
vision. Fi rst  of all. Pana ma would have to agree. That  is obvious. 
Second, I  should think we would want to use such action as a ba rgain
ing device to induce o ther states to place waterways over which they 
now have control, under internationa l jurisdictions. This first move 
might break the  logjam.

Mr. Fraser. I am in somewhat of a dilemma. They have started 
another vote. Perhaps I could ask a few more questions now; then we 
might have to pursue others outside the subcommittee hearing.

I am par ticu larly  interested  in one question which relates to the 
effectiveness of the U.N. I would suppose tha t now that  the World  
Court has  confirmed the responsibility of the United  Nations in Sou th
west Africa,  tha t there would be an interest on the part of countries 
tha t care about the United Nations to find ways to implement tha t 
decision. Yet, there seems to be a feeling tha t this is an exercise in 
futi lity , because obviously no one is going to use force. We use force 
all over the place in  terms of what we regard as U.S. national interest. 
The status of Southwest Afr ica is obviously of enormous interest to a 
whole continent as well as to the world community.

Is it sound U.S. policy to take the view’ tha t enforcement of the 
decision is simply out of the question ?

Dr. Wilcox. Do you want to take th at one, Dr. Bloomfield?
Professor Bloomfield. My impression is that in 1966 or thereabouts 

the executive branch came rath er close to accepting the possibility 
of a chain of events under article 94 of the U.N. Charter, whereby i f 
the Inte rnat iona l Court  ha d ruled differently on Southwest Africa , it 
could have then opened the way to Security  Council enforcement of 
the court’s ruling.

I was frankly amazed at the people within the Government who 
accepted tha t since the  action in question would have been legal and 
legitimate, and we were committed under the charter , it was in fact 
thinkable.

I, myself, do not see the enforcement function as one tha t is viable 
now. I think  this is one of our frustrations.

If  you will recall, the United States was not very happy  with the 
Assembly's recommendation on Namibia and our Ambassador tried  
to get it amended, but was swept away by the numerically enormous 
sentiment.

I think we should accept the fact  tha t we are going to have this  
kind of frus trat ion and that  numerical majorities are going to make 
recommendations which are nonenforceable.
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Mr. Fraser. Why aren’t they enforceable?
Professor B loomfield. Because there is no machinery for enforcing 

a recommendation of the General Assembly, which by definition doesn’t have standing as other than a recommendation.
Mr. Fraser. Why could we not introduce a resolution in the Secu

rity  Council, calling on the Security Council to vote whatever measures are necessary to restore control ?
Professor Bloomfield. Mr. Chairman, you then would be forced to 

make a list of a number of places where we might want to consider 
mobilizing the U.N. and pu tting American force behind it  to carry out  an action tha t we were for.

There were quite a few other comparable  resolutions in the U.N. over 
time; an extreme case was the one calling  on the Russians to get out of Hungary.  Soviet forces are s till there  and in Czechoslovakia.

I do not mean to  overstate the case, but you have to particularly 
want to do tha t one, it  seems to me, to avoid the  implication tha t you are going for  a rathe r new ball game.

Mr. F raser. Why not do the things that can be done? Obviously, 
as you pointed out, the  U.N. is not  going to take on one of the super
powers or probably one of the major powers.

Professor Bloomfield. Going to war aga inst South Africa  is popu
lar  policy, certainly, in a good deal of Africa, and therefo re, in a good deal of the U.N.

Mr. F raser. Let  me rephrase it. I  don’t want to say I am in favor 
of declaring war  on South Afr ica. I  simply would want to see the U.N. 
exercise its author ity in South Africa.

Professor Bloomfield. My impression is t ha t they have done tha t 
up to the poin t of actually running over the border guards and getting  
people in there. The South African s won’t let them into South A frica 
peacefully and won’t accept the sovereignty of the U.N. You are up 
agains t an intractable situation.

If  I  may say so, on a question such as the Panama Canal , where the 
United States  has some power to act, I  would like to add to what Dr. 
Wilcox said by urging  tha t no one think  of turn ing the Panama Canal 
over to the U.N., which seems to be not what we have in mind.

I thought we told the Panam anians tha t they have residual sov
ereignty  anyway. I thou ght tha t was the outcome of the 1964 crisis. 
But  we have a lease in perpetuity for  99 years.

I would go for “doable” things, if I can quote Roger Fish er’s very 
excellent words. One thin g tha t might be “doable” is a joint American- internationa l function for the P anam a Canal, a joint Egyptian -inter
national function for Suez, and so forth . I have in mind rules which don’t require people to su rrender the ir sovereignty immediately but, if 
you will, change the direction of total, unfettered insistence on na
tional sovereignty by 45 degrees; otherwise, as soon as a new Nassar 
appears in Panama, i t could be the end of  tradi tional American policy, 
as it was for the British  and French in Egypt .

Before tha t war began in 1956, there were some people who saw the 
possibility of going to the Internat iona l Court of Justice. I myself 
believe there were signs from Egypt in the summer of 1956 that there 
were issues that  could have been taken to the Court so that everyone 
could have come out with something.
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But  I  would say it was precisely tlie feeling on the p ar t of the then 
American Secretary  of State—and my colleague may disagree—tha t 
you keep those th ings  in your vest pocket, you don’t expose them, you 
don’t go to courts, you don’t let others in on it, you do it by a  sort of 
dazzling virtuoso performance in personal diplomacy—which ended 
in disaster.

To me, tha t is the most compelling argument for developing a d if
ferent  scenario for some of these matters, but at the same time being 
able to meet the argument of people who say tha t you are giving every
thin g away at the U.N., when, of course, you are not doing anything 
of the  sort.

Dr. Wilcox. I want  to add one or  two rambling thoughts to Dr. 
Bloomfield’s comment about Africa. You are an expert  in this field, 
yourself, Mr. Chairman, and you know some of the pains taking 
thought and soul searching t ha t has gone in to trying to find a mean
ingful solution to this problem.

I have a feeling tha t we should do only what we can reasonably do 
with respect to a problem like this. When you look at  the range of op
tions, the things  that we migh t possibly do, there  aren’t really very 
many things tha t we can do that would be he lpful in the situation.

I wonder if  this  isn’t the kind of problem tha t time is going to help 
solve. Certain ly we don’t want to put the reputation  of the United 
Nations on the line unnecessarily. We recognize th at resolutions have 
been passed about apar theid  and about Southwest Afri ca for a long 
time in the United Nations and very littl e has been done to implement 
these resolutions.

This tends to  downgrade and cheapen the validi ty and vigor of As
sembly action and to call into question the effectiveness of the U.N. 
On the other hand, those who are most concerned; that  is, the Africans  
themselves, have such strong feelings about  the lot of the ir brothers in 
South Afr ica that they are not going to permit this situat ion to con
tinue indefinitely. They will not be content un til all black Africans are  
freed from white domination.

When you look a t this problem from a practical point  of view, if  
you th ink in terms of  using sanctions or force, then clearly we would 
have to exert strong  leadership to get the other countries to take action, 
and there would be some serious doubts about our capacity to do this  
even if we believe this were the proper  course to follow.

I am not sure it would be successful. Certainly  economic sanctions 
have not been successful in the past in a variety  of instances. There
fore, as much as one might like to do something th at would be helpfu l, 
I am n ot sure tha t I can see anything  practicable to do in the cir
cumstances beyond what we are already doing.

Therefore , I  would le t time play  its role, meanwhile keeping an eye 
on the situation. I  do think it  is important for the Uni ted States  
to continue to go on record to make our views clear, to let the world 
know where we stand, but not to be out in front with respect to the 
use of force or enforcement action when we would have a real problem 
gettin g the African countries—those who are most deeply involved 
and most interested—to resort to armed force or enforcement  action at 
this stage.

Here, it seems to me the mat ter of timing is of considerable im
portance. Because we do believe in human righ ts we ought to help
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keep  the press ure on, bu t cle arly we don’t wa nt to ge t invo lved  in a wa r on the Afr ican  Continen t. As the  Afr ican  s tat es ga in  in str en gth an d experie nce , pe rhaps a solut ion  may eme rge which does no t now ap pe ar  on the horizon.
Mr. F raser. I am a frai d m y ti me has  ru n out. I  ha ve abou t 5 m inutes  to  make th at vote. We do wa nt  to  pu rsu e these recommenda tion s, so we will  re ga rd  yest erd ay 's and toda y's heari ngs as only the begin nin g of  our  involvement  here.
We wil l c ert ain ly  welcome fu rt her  consu lta tion and com municatio ns on ways  th at we can move  in some of  these areas. Tha nk  you very much for  you r help this  afte rno on .
Dr.  W ilcox. Than k you ve ry m uch , Mr.  Cha irm an.
Professor B loomfield. Than k yo u, Mr. C ha irm an.
(W hereu pon, a t 4 :10 p.m., th e subcomm ittee ad jou rned , to  reconvene  at  th e call  of the  C ha ir. )
(The  fo llowing  informat ion was subsequ ent ly suppli ed .)



Sta teme nt  of G. Mic ha el  Conlee , Studen t P an el  Member of th e  UN A 
Com mi ssione d R eport on “U .N.  Cap ab il it ie s in  th e 1970 ’s”

Mr . C hai rm an , I am  g ra te fu l fo r th e  op po rtun ity to  pre se n t some gen er al  
th ough ts  on th e  ch an gi ng  dy na m ic  in  in te rn ati onal aff ai rs , to  st re ss  th e im 
po rt an ce  o f a n  in cr ea se d U.S . f oc us  on  t h e  U ni te d N at ions , and  to a tt em p t to  po in t 
ou t tr en ds in  th e  c on du ct  of  i n te rn a ti ona l re la ti ons th a t co ntr ib u te  to  th e a li ena
tion  of  co nc erne d,  a rt ic u la te  mem be rs  of th e  st uden t-youth  co mmun ity .

No w is  th e  tim e fo r bold, cr ea tive ventu re s in it ia te d  by th e U.S.  to  st re ngth en  
th e  U.N. 's m ec ha ni sm s to  fu lf ill  th e  m an dat es  se t fo rt h  in  th e C hart er.  W ith al l 
th e  co nv er sa tion  ab ou t a  ne w flui di ty  am on g na tion s,  th e re  is  a  d is ti nc t cr ac kl e 
■of op tim ism in  th e  a ir  up on  which  a  mor e ef fecti ve  U.N. co uld be  bu il t. The  
em er ge nc e of  th es e new fo rm s of  flex ib il ity a re  th e re su lt  of th e  in te ra c ti on  of  a 
nu m be r of  fa ct ors . The  Si no -S ov ie t sp li t,  th e  pro li fe ra ti on  of  ne w nati on-s ta te s 
fo llo wing ra p id ly  on th e he el s of  de -colon izat ion,  th e  de ve lopm en t of pr og re ss iv e 
and in cr ea si ngl y po w er fu l econ om ies in  W es te rn  E ur ope and Ja p an , and  th e 
fr u s tr a ti o n s  of th e  U.S . in  h e r a tt em p ts  to  ch am pi on  th e  ca us e of  in te rn ati onal 
st ab il it y  a nd  ha rm on y ha ve  s et th e  s ta ge fo r t h e  1970’s.

One  of  th e  cr uci al  qu es tion s th a t m ust  be dea lt  w ith  in  th is  at m os ph er e is  
th e  m an ner in  which  fo re ig n po licy de cision s a re  to  be ex pl ai ne d to  bo th  th e 
U.S . pu bl ic  an d th e peop le of  th e  wor ld . I be lie ve  it  is  fa ir  to  st a te  th a t man y 
yo un g pe op le a re  tu rn ed  off to  th e m ac hin at io ns of th e  go ve rn m en ts  of  g re a t 
po wers. Yet if  th e K is si ng er  st yl e of re alp oli ti k  pre va il s w ith  a co nce ntr at io n on 
“p ol it ic al  m ult i- pola ri ty ” and  “the ne ce ss ity  of  ch oice ”, we  may  find ou rselve s 
in th e same cr ed ib il ity cr is is  be tw ee n go ve rn m en t an d pu bl ic  th a t has ch ara c te r
iz ed  ou r ex pe rien ce  in In do ch in a.  We ha ve  com e to  ex pe ct  a he av y dose of  
m or al is m  in  al l of  ou r fo re ig n po lic y pr ocl am at io ns  as  a re su lt  of  Cold W ar  
rh eto ri c . V ie tn am  was  ex pl ai ne d in  te rm s of  “f ight ing th e sp re ad  of co mmun ism” 
and  "i nst a ll in g  de moc ra cy ” in st ea d of  di sc us sing  th e  co nta in m en t of  Ch inese 
po w er  in E ast As ia th ro ug h th e ac hi ev em en t of po li ti ca l st ab il ity . So ut h Vie t
na m , an  ex am pl e of  a U.S . m anufa ctu re d  de moc racy , is  fa r  too  sa d to be  labe led 
ev en  a  “lau gh in g stoc k” . W hi le  I d is ag re e pe rs on al ly  w ith  our invo lvem en t in  
S.E . Asia an d a nu m be r of  o th er ba si c pr em ises  of U.S . fo re ig n policy, our de 
ci si ons ha ve  no t been quit e as  ir ra ti o n a l as  th ey  a re  now be ing labe led— th e 
exp la na ti ons fo r th os e de cision s hav e per ve rt ed  pu bl ic  ex pec ta tions  an d se rv ed  
to  he ig ht en  in te rn al tu rm oi l. We  sh ou ld  not  on ly re -e xa m in e th e  pre ce pt s under 
ly in g ou r de cis ions , bu t th e  ap pro ac h th a t is us ed  in co nv ey ing th es e de cis ions  
to  th e pu bl ic . Perh aps th ro ugh cold, hard  log ic we  ca n ex pl ai n to  our peop le 
th a t ou r su pport  fo r th e U.N. is no t simpl y ba se d on al tr u is m , bu t th a t st re n g th 
en in g th e U.N.  ca n be be ne fic ial  to  both  o a r lon g an d sh ort  te rm  in te re st s and 
to  th e ad va nc em en t of m an ki nd .

R etu rn in g  br ief ly  to  th e  co ncep t of ne w m ult il a te ra l flex ib il it ie s fo r ac tio n,  
ho pe fu lly ha vin g le ar ne d from  th e w ide se lecti on  of  un il a te ra l bl un der s of th e  
fid's by  all  of  th e  m aj or po wers, th e  Rlo om fiel d st ra te gy  fo r “c oa li tion s fo r 
pe ac ef ul  se ttl em en t.” sh ou ld  he us ef ul  fo r th e U.S. in  th e U.N. in  th e  70’s. 
An e ra  of  fr ag m en te d al le gi an ce s on th e  p a rt  of la rg e num be rs  of  nat io ns sh ou ld  
bri ng  th is  fo rm ula  to m atu ri ty . An is su e ori en ta ti on—a s op posed to  do gm at ic  
ad he re nc e to  ne bu lous  ideo logica l d ic ta te s— mak es  th e fu tu re  pr os pe ct s fo r th e  
U.N . muc h bri ghte r.

In  th is  ve in , th e  cu rr en t in te rn a ti ona l eco nomic m al ad ie s hav e se rv ed  to in 
cre ase  te nsi on s be tw ee n th e  U.S.  an d m an y of her  tim e- ho no red al lie s.  The  
ev en tu al  ad op tion  of SD R’s as  ba ck st op pi ng  fo r a re vit al iz ed  m onet ar y  sy stem  
may  carr y  w ith  it  ce rt a in  re al iz ati ons on th e p a rt  of  th e  pri ncip al acto rs  th a t 
re su lt  in  a re -t hi nk in g of  th e  fu tu re  of  th e ir  tr ade  re la tions hip s.  L es t co he siv e,  
pr op er ly  pl an ne d ac tio n on en vi ro nm en ta l an d de ve lopm en ta l is su es  be sa cr ifi ce d 
to  the se  t ra d e  c on side ra tion s,  th e  U.N. m ust  b e giv en  t he  c ap ac ity  to  a ct de ci sive ly  
to w ard  th e  ac hi ev em en t of  lon g ru n  ob ject ives . A st re ngth en ed EC OS OC , an d 
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experimentation with the Hamilton model for an International Development 
Council (as amended by the panel) are crucial “lift-off” stages for this effort.

A key to the increased effectiveness of the U.N. is the perennial problem of 
funding, and I would stre ss Dean Wilcox’s comment describing our capacity to 
pay as opposed to current contributions by the U.S. I would applaud the efforts 
and intent  of the 125 Members of the House of Representat ives who sent a let
ter to Ambassador Bush (13 October 1971) expressing thei r distress with those 
in the Congress who had threatened to reduce U.S. payments should the U.N. 
vote to expel the Taipei delegation in the upcoming decisions on the issue of 
Chinese representation. Their statement points out that irregardless of thei r 
personal feelings on the issue, “. . . nothing could be more damaging to our 
genuine national interest than  for  us so to undermine the foundations of the 
United Nations”. I would hope that the wisdom of this remark would rub off on 
their  fellow members of Congress.

The issue of Chinese representation is one tha t I must clearly state  my un
equivocal disagreement with both the panel’s recommendations and the current 
policy of the administration. I submit at  this time the dissent I prepared as an 
addendum to the policy panel report, pages 76-78 of “U.N. Capabilities in the 
70’s”.

I would add tha t the application of the term “universality” to the retention 
of the delegation from Taiwan  is a retr eat from facing the issue as it stands. 
I believe th at present policy is a false  statement of the  case—the question is one 
of restoring the proper credentials  to the PRC and does not involve the expul
sion of a member state, and therefore does not set a precedent for the expulsion 
of others (as argued by Ambassador Bush).

The panel uses the phrase  “as a matter of primary  importance” in reference 
to the seating of the PRC in the General Assembly and  the Security Council, 
yet calls for  the continued presence of the Taipei representa tives in the Assem
bly. I believe th is is unworkable, as they are  underestimating the resolve of the 
PRC to have the U.N. correct the long-standing insult  it has rendered the 
Peking regime. Additionally, Nixon-Kissinger overtures  toward Peking have 
lodged two strikes against current U.S. policy in the U.N. Countries listed as 
borderline cases for the upcoming votes are  not blind to the likelihood of a 
Sino-U.S. dialog leading to improved communication and diplomatic interaction. 
They have no desire to be “caught looking”—a fate bestowed upon Prime Minis
ter Sato and other Asian leaders. It  is important to add tha t should the expul
sion of the Taipei delegation occur, it need not inhibi t in any way the entrance 
of the divided states, nor preclude the possibility of their  eventual reconciliation.

One issue tha t has not been dealt with adequately in either the panel report 
or these hearings, and one tha t is of major importance to students is human 
rights. While the  panel felt tha t a revitalized U.N. organization “would be in a 
position to be more effective on all the principal issues . . . including . . . hu
man rights”, l imitations of time and desired focus prevented the trea tmen t of 
this area  tha t it so earnestly needs and just ly deserves. The plight of Soviet 
Jews and the refugees from the Bangla Desh disaster are  only harbingers of 
volatile situations tha t will arise based on a universal concern for human rights 
as they flow across national boundaries. Advances in communications technology 
bring these crises into the homes of increasing numbers of people throughout the 
world. An increased awareness  of injustices will result, and may create  inte r
national public outcries by coalitions of concerned citizens. The paradoxical 
long run result  may be a call for action—perhaps even intervention—as opposed 
to the curren t spir it of withdraw al by the U.S. from its commitments abroad.

The adventures of multina tional enterprise in countries where the efforts of 
the corporations cannot avoid involvement (either guilt by association or direct 
action) with internal human rights  controversies needs to be examined now. 
The U.N. or related struc tures  might provide the framework for arbit ratio n of 
these disputes which can become peculiarly complex if the adversaries are 
private corporations and sovereign governments. I feel it is in the long term 
intere sts of the U.S. and all other nations to explore seriously the possibilities 
of U.N. behaviour on human rights issues. U.S. produced weapons in the hands 
of the Portuguese in Angola (via NATO), corporate relat ions with South Africa, 
and the recent Senate vote authorizing the renewed importation of chrome from 
Rhodesia are blatant reminders of the types of complex subjects tha t will be 
encountered with increasing frequency. What role does Pete r Metternich play 
at this junctu re in history? It  should be noted that if the Byrd-Stennis amend-
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ment on Rhodesian chrome becomes law, it will represent a direct contradiction 
of a resolution passed by the Security Council (the U.S. voted in favor), and a 
clear violation of interna tional law.

Another unfo rtunate observation tha t should be made is tha t the student- 
youth community, with exceptions, has bypassed the U.N. in much the same 
manner as thei r adul t predecessors when discussing specific alternative avenues 
for the enactment of change. However, there exists a nucleus of young people— 
capable and informed—whose energies should be encouraged and channeled in 
the direction of international civil service. A prerequisite for this type of voca
tion will be the demonstration of unique attitudes, and a commitment to a  dual 
citizenship—a rare  quality at  present. The words of Secretary General U Thant 
should be heeded on this subject.

The U.S. government should play a key role in the motivation of competent 
student leaders (a rath er ironic twist, I realize).  A resolution was passed 
during the 25th session of the General Assembly calling for the cooperation of 
member states in utilizing youth advisors to their  delegations. Relatively speak
ing, the U.S. should be complimented as it was the only member to respond to 
the request (to my knowledge). Three persons were appointed—one being over 
thir ty years old. Though underemployed in terms of efficient programming, I can 
with certainty say (as one of youth advisors is a personal friend)  tha t even 
the token experience was valuable. We are presently several weeks into the 
26th General Assembly session, and if the program still exists it must be being 
conducted in a very low profile—you might say it is invisible. Given increased 
flexibility in curriculum in many of the nation's colleges and universities, a 
program could be coordinated whereby a half-dozen or so students might serve 
full time during the General Assembly with the U.S. Mission to the U.N. in 
New York in both research and advisory capacities. Some would receive full 
credit  for their  studies with thei r universities, while others might be financed 
by educational gran ts from foundations. In addition to being a fanta stic lear n
ing experience for the students, they would be able to bring student opinions 
to bear on an interpersonal level. Such a plan could be organized and adminis
tered under the auspices of the State  Department Youth Advisor, Mr. Jerry 
Inman. I am not suggesting an increased burden for State—merely their coop
eration in assisting  others to make the program a reality. Congressional support  
is important, Mr. Chairman, and tha t is why I am pleased to be able to present 
this recommendation before this Subcommittee today.

The quality and intensity of interest in and commitment to the U.N. by 
students and youth depends parti ally  on the actions and rhetoric of Members 
of Congress. The alienation  with established policy-making institut ions and 
admin istrative bureaucracies carries over into the realm of the U.N.—as the 
U.N. shares ingrained impediments to change with every other organizational  
structure known to man. A standard  complaint of recent times in this country 
is tha t we have strayed fa r afield from the goals upon which this country was 
conceived—taking into account changes in the world environment as well as 
domestic conditions. On the U.N. side of the ledger, the complaint should be 
tha t its members—including the U.S.—have significantly handcuffed its actions 
so tha t a realization of the goals embodied in the Charte r have continued to 
remain substantially  beyond reach. Now is the time to make greater portions 
of the U.N.’s potentia l a reality, and supplant isolationist trends with multi
late ral solutions. o
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